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THE LAST TWELVE VERSES 

OF THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO 

S. MARK 

ON the next page is exhibited an exact Facsimile, obtained by Photography, of fol. 28 b of the 

CodexSinaiticus at S. Petersburg, (Tischendorf’s N): shewing the abrupt termination of S. Mark’s 

Gospel at the words EOOBOYNTO TAP (chap. xvi. 8), as explained at p. 70, and pp. 86-8. The original 
Photograph, which is here reproduced on a diminished scale, measures in height full fourteen inches 
and one-eighth; in breadth, full thirteen inches. It was procured for me through the friendly and 
zealous offices of the English Chaplain at S. Petersburg, the Rev. A. S. Thompson, B.D.; by favour 
of the Keeper of the Imperial Library, who has my hearty thanks for his liberality and consideration. 

It will be perceived that the text begins at S. Mark xvi. 2, and ends with the first words of S. 
Luke i. 18. 

Up to this hour, every endeavour to obtain a Photograph of the corresponding page of the Codex 
Vaticanus, B, (N°. 1209, in the Vatican,) has proved unavailing. If the present Vindication of the 
genuineness of Twelve Verses of the everlasting Gospel should have the good fortune to approve 
itself to his Holiness, Pope Pius IX., let me be permitted in this unadorned and unusual manner,—(to 
which I would fain add some circumstance of respectful ceremony if I knew how,)—very humbly 
to entreat his Holiness to allow me to possess a Photograph, corresponding in size with the original, 
of the page of Codex B (it is numbered fol. 1303,) which exhibits the abrupt termination of the 
Gospel according to S. Mark. 

J. W. B. 

Oriel College, Oxford, 




June 14, 1871. 



John William Burgon 
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appv yap Xey(x> upiv, 
eoop av irapsABp 6 oupavop kcu p yrj, 
ioaxa ev p pia Kspaia ou pp irapeABp afro tou vopou, 
ecop av navxa yevprai. 

euKOTioatepov be eon 
xov oupavov Kai rpv ypv napsABdv, 
r] too vopou piav Kepaiav neosTv. 

6 oupavoq Kai p yrj TrapeAeuaovtai, 
oi be Aoyoi pou ou pp irapsABcuoi. 

Kai eav Tip acpaipp 

airo toov Aoyoov [3i(3Aou tpp irpocppreiap tautpp, 
acpaippaei 6 6eoq to pepop auxou 
ano (3i(3Aou rpp ^oopp, 

Kai £K tpp noAsoop rpp ayiap, 

Kai toav ysypappsvoov ev (3i(3Aico toutco. 


TO 

SIR ROUNDELL PALMER, Q.C., M.P., 

&c., &c., &c 


Dear Sir Roundell, 

I do myself the honour of inscribing this volume to you. Permit me to explain the reason why. 

It is not merely that I may give expression to a sentiment of private friendship which dates back 
from the pleasant time when I was Curate to your Father,—whose memory I never recal without 
love and veneration;—nor even in order to afford myself the opportunity of testifying how much / 
honour you for the noble example of conscientious uprightness and integrity which you set us on 
a recent public occasion. It is for no such reason that I dedicate to you this vindication of the last 
Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark. 

It is because I desire supremely to submit the argument contained in the ensuing pages to a 
practised judicial intellect of the loftiest stamp. Recent Editors of the New Testament insist that 
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these “last Twelve Verses ” are not genuine. The Critics, almost to a man, avow themselves of the 
same opinion. Popular Prejudice has been for a long time past warmly enlisted on the same side. 
1 am as convinced as I am of my life, that the reverse is the truth. It is not even with me as it is with 
certain learned friends of mine, who, admitting the adversary’s premium, content themselves with 
denying the validity of his inference. However true it may be,—and it is true,—that from those 
premium the proposed conclusion does not follow, I yet venture to deny the correctness of those 
premisses altogether. I insist, on the contrary, that the Evidence relied on is 
untrustworthy,—untrustworthy in every particular. 

How, in the meantime, can such an one as I am hope to persuade the world that it is as I say, 
while the most illustrious Bibliccd Critics at home and abroad are agreed, and against me Clearly, 
the first thing to be done is to secure for myself a full and patient hearing. With this view, I have 
written a book. But next, instead of waiting for the slow verdict of Public Opinion, (which yet, I 
know, must come after many days,) I desiderate for the Evidence I have collected, a competent and 
an impartial Judge. And that is why I dedicate my book to you. If I can but get this case fairly tried, 
I have no doubt whatever about the result. 


Whether you are able to find time to read these pages, or not, it shall content me to have shewn 
in this manner the confidence with which 1 advocate my cause; the kind of test to which I propose 
to bring my reasonings. If I may be cdlowed to say so, —S. Mark’s last Twelve Verses shall no 
longer remain a subject of dispute among men. I am able to prove that this portion of the Gospel 
has been declared to be spurious on wholly mistaken grounds: and this ought in fairness to close 
the discussion. But I claim to have done more. I claim to have shewn, from considerations which 
have been hitherto overlooked, that its genuineness must needs be reckoned among the things that 
are absolutely certain. 

I am, with sincere regard and respect. 

Dear Sir Rounden, 

Very faithfully yours, 

JOHN W. BURGON. 


Oriel, 
July, 1871. 
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PREFACE. 


THIS volume is my contribution towards the better understanding of a subject which is destined, 
when it shall have grown into a Science, to vindicate for itself a mighty province, and to enjoy 
paramount attention. I allude to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament Scriptures. 



That this Study is still in its infancy, all may see. The very principles on which it is based are 
as yet only imperfectly understood. The reason is obvious. It is because the very foundations have 
not yet been laid, (except to a wholly inadequate extent,) on which the future superstructure is to 
rise. A careful collation of every extant Codex, (executed after the manner of the Rev. F. H. 
Scrivener’s labours in this department,) is the first indispensable preliminary to any real progress. 
Another, is a revised Text, not to say a more exact knowledge, of the oldest Versions. Scarcely of 
inferior importance would be critically correct editions of the Fathers of the Church and these must 
by all means be furnished with far completer Indices of Texts than have ever yet been 
attempted.—There is not a single Father to be named whose Works have been hitherto furnished 
with even a tolerably complete Index of the places in which he either quotes, or else clearly refers 
to, the Text of the New Testament: while scarcely a tithe of the known MSS. of the Gospels have 
as yet been satisfactorily collated. Strange to relate, we are to this hour without so much as a 
satisfactory Catalogue of the Copies which are known to be extant. 


But when all this has been done,—(and the Science deserves, and requires, a little more public 
encouragement than has hitherto been bestowed on the arduous and—let me not be ashamed to add 
the word —unremunerative labour of Textual Criticism,)—it will be discovered that the popular 
and the prevailing Theory is a mistaken one. The plausible hypothesis on which recent recensions 
of the Text have been for the most part conducted, will be seen to be no longer tenable. The latest 
decisions will in consequence be generally reversed. 



I am not of course losing sight of what has been already achieved in this department of Sacred 
Learning. While our knowledge of the uncial MSS. has been rendered tolerably exact and complete, 
an excellent beginning has been made, (chiefly by the Rev. F. H. Scrivener, the most judicious 
living Master of Textual Criticism,) in acquainting us with the contents of about seventy of the 
cursive MSS. of the New Testament. And though it is impossible to deny that the published Texts 
of Doctors Tischendorf and Tregelles as Texts are wholly inadmissible, yet is it equally certain that 
by the conscientious diligence with which those distinguished Scholars have respectively laboured, 
they have erected monuments of their learning and ability which will endure for ever. Their Editions 
of the New Testament will not be superseded by any new discoveries, by any future advances in 
the Science of Textual Criticism. The MSS. which they have edited will remain among the most 
precious materials for future study. All honour to them! If in the warmth of controversy I shall 
appear to have spoken of them sometimes without becoming deference, let me here once for all 
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confess that I am to blame, and express my regret. When they have publicly begged S. Mark’s 
pardon for the grievous wrong they have done him, I will very humbly beg their pardon also. 

In conclusion, I desire to offer my thanks to the Rev. John Wordsworth, late Fellow of Brasenose 
College, for his patient perusal of these sheets as they have passed through the press, and for 
favouring me with several judicious suggestions. To him may be applied the saying of President 
Routh on receiving a visit from Bishop Wordsworth at his lodgings,—“I see the learned son of a 
learned Father, sir!”—Let me be permitted to add that my friend inherits the Bishop’s fine taste 
and accurate judgment also. 



And now I dismiss this Work, at which I have conscientiously laboured for many days and 
many nights; beginning it in joy and ending it in sorrow. The College in which I have for the most 
part written it is designated in the preamble of its Charter and in its Foundation Statutes, (which 
are already much more than half a thousand years old,) as Collegium Scholarium in Sacra Theologia 
studentium,—perpetuis temporibus duraturum. Indebted, under God, to the pious munificence of 
the Founder of Oriel for my opportunities of study, I venture, in what I must needs call evil days, 
to hope that I have to some extent “employed my advantages,”—(the expression occurs in a prayer 
used by this Society on its three solemn anniversaries,) as our Founder and Benefactors “would 
approve if they were now upon earth to witness what we do.” 


J. W. B. 


Oriel, 
July, 1871. 
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the operation of the ancient 
Lectionary system of the Church (p. 
217). —The omission of S. Mark’s 
“last Twelve Verses,” (constituting an 
integral Ecclesiastical Lection,) 
shewn by an appeal to ancient MSS. 
to be probably only one more example 
of the same depraving influence (p. 
224). 


This solution of the problem corroborated by the 
language of Eusebius and of 
Hesychius (p. 232); as well as 
favoured by the “ Western ” order of 
the Gospels (p. 239). 



CHAPTER XII. 


GENERAL REVIEW OF THE QUESTIONS SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE; AND 
CONCLUSION OF THE WHOLE SUBJECT: 

p. 243 

This discussion narrowed to a single issue (p. 

244). —That S. Mark’s Gospel was 
imperfect from the very first, a thing 
altogether incredible (p. 246). —But 
that at some very remote period 
Copies have suffered mutilation, a 
supposition probable in the highest 
degree (p. 248). —Consequences of 
this admission (p.252). —Parting 
words (p. 254). 

APPENDIX (A). 

On the Importance of attending to Patristic Citations of Scripture.—The correct Text of S. LUKE 

ii. 14, established (p. 257). 

APPENDIX (B). 

Eusebius “ad Marinum” concerning the reconcilement of S. MARK xvi. 9 with S. MATTHEW 

xxviii. 1 (p. 265). 


13 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark John William Burgon 

Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 

APPENDIX (C). 

Proof that Hesychius is a Copyist only in what he says concerning the end ofS. Mark’s Gospel 

(p. 267). 

APPENDIX (D). 

Some account p/V ictor of Antioch&#8217;s Commentary on S. Mark ’s Gospel; together with 
a descriptive enumeration of MSS. which contain Victor’s Work (p. 269). 

APPENDIX (E). 

Text of the concluding Scholion of V ictor of Antiocii&#82 17 ;s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel', 
in which Victor bears emphatic Testimony to the Genuineness of “the last Twelve Verses ” (p.288). 

APPENDIX (F). 

On the relative antiquity of the Codex Vaticanus (B), and the Codex Sinaiticus () (p. 291). 

APPENDIX (G). 

On the ( so-called ) “Ammonian” Sections and on the Eusebian Canons: a Dissertation. With some 
account of the Tables of Reference occasionally found in Greek and Syriac MSS. (p. 295). 

APPENDIX (H). 

On the Interpolation of the Text of Codex B and Codex N. at S. Matthew xxvii. 48 or 49 (p. 313). 

POSTSCRIPT (p. 319). 

L&#8217;Envoy. 

GENERAL INDEX. 

The Facsimile of Codex comes immediately before the Title, and faces the page describing it. 

The Facsimile of Codex L, with its page of description, comes immediately after page 125. 
Subjoined, for convenience, are “the Last Twelve Verses.” 

’Avaordc; 5e upon npdrup aa(3(3crrou scpavp (9) Now when Jesus was risen early the 

Ttpoorov Mapia rfj May5aAr|vfj, acp’ pq first day of the week, He appeared first to 
£K(3£(3Af|K£i STira Scupovia. EKsivp TiopcuGdaa Mary Magdalene, out of whom He had cast 
dnf|YY £l ^ £ rolq \iex’ aurou y £V0 4 £V01< v seven devils. (10) And she went and told them 

that had been with Him, as they mourned and 
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Tl£V0OUOl Ka'l kAcUOUOI. K&KEIVOI CXKOUOaVTSC; 
on (jfj Kai £0ea0r| utt’ auzpq f|Triazr|Gav. 


Meza 5 e zauza 5ua\v t^ auzoov 
Tizpurazouaiv kpavzpooOri tv ext pa piopcpfj, 
Tropsuopsvoiq dq aypov. K&Kdvoi caisAOovzsq 
arcr|yy£iAav zoiq AoiTioTq' ou5s EKsivoiq 
tmoxevoav. 

"Yarspov, avaKapsvoiq auzoiq zoiq 
§v5£Ka £cpav£po60r|, tcai oovdSiaz zrjv 
cauaziav auzoov Kai CKAripoKapSiav, ozi zoiq 
0£aoapi£voiq auzov EyriYeppsvov ouk 
£T iiaz£uaav. Kai exnev auzoiq, “Ilop£u0£vz£q 
dq zov Koopov caiavza, Kiqpu^azE zo 
zuaYY^Aiov naox] zfj kzicei. 6 Tiiazcuoaq Kai 
(3anzia0£iq, coaOrjczzav 6 5t aTTiozrjcaq, 
KazaKpi0po£zai. oripda 5t zoiq moxevoaoi 
zauza napaKoAou0na£i- tv zip ovopazi pou 
Saipovia £K(3aAouav y^doaaiq AaArjcouai 
Kaivaiq’ ocpziq apouar Kav Oavaoipov zi 
iriooaiv, ou prj auzouq (3Aaij;£i - etti appooazouq 
Xdpaq duOrjoouai, Kai KaAooq E^ouaiv.” 


'0 p£v ouv Kupioq, p£za zo AaArjaai 
auzoiq, dvsAf|(p0r| dq zov oupavov, Kai 
£Ka@lG£V £K Se^IOOV ZOU 0£OU‘ £K£lV0l 5£ 

£^£A0ovz£q EKfjpu^av navzaxou, zou Kupiou 
ouv£pyouvzoq, Kai zov Aoyov (3£(3aiouvzoq 
5ia zoov draKoAouOouvzoov oppdoov. ’Aprjv. 


wept. (11) And they, when they had heard 
that He was alive, and had been seen of her, 
believed not. 

(12) After that He appeared in another 
form unto two of them, as they walked, and 
went into the country. (13) And they went and 
told it unto the residue: neither believed they 
them. 


(14) Afterward He appeared unto the 
eleven as they sat at meat, and upbraided them 
with their unbelief and hardness of heart, 
because they believed not them which had 
seen Him after He was risen. (15) And He 
said unto them, “Go ye into all the world, and 
preach the Gospel to every creature. (16) He 
that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; 
but he that believeth not shall be damned. (17) 
And these signs shall follow them that 
believe; In My Name shall they cast out 
devils; they shall speak with new tongues; 
(18) they shall take up serpents; and if they 
drink any deadly thing, it shall not hurt them; 
they shall lay hands on the sick, and they shall 
recover.” 

(19) So then after the Loan had spoken 
unto them, He was received up into Heaven, 
and sat on the Right Hand of God. (20) And 
they went forth, and preached every where, 
the LORD working with them, and confirming 
the word with signs following. Amen. 
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THE LAST TWELVE VERSES OF THE 
GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MARK. 


CHAPTER I. 


THE CASE OF THE LAST TWELVE VERSES OF S. MARK’S GOSPEL, STATED. 


These Verses generally suspected at the present time. The popularity of this opinion accounted for. 

IT has lately become the fashion to speak of the last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to 
S. Mark, as if it were an ascertained fact that those verses constitute no integral part of the Gospel. 
It seems to be generally supposed, (1) That the evidence of MSS. is altogether fatal to their claims; 
(2) That “the early Fathers” witness plainly against their genuineness; (3) That, from considerations 
of “internal evidence” they must certainly be given up. It shall be my endeavour in the ensuing 
pages to show, on the contrary. That manuscript evidence is so overwhelmingly in their favour that 
no room is left for doubt or suspicion:—That there is not so much as one of the Fathers, early or 
late, who gives it as his opinion that these verses are spurious:—and, That the argument derived 
from internal considerations proves on inquiry to be baseless and unsubstantial as a dream. 



But I hope that I shall succeed in doing more. It shall be my endeavour to show not only that 
there really is no reason whatever for calling in question the genuineness of this portion of Holy 
Writ, but also that there exist sufficient reasons for feeling confident that it must needs be genuine. 
This is clearly as much as it is possible for me to achieve. But when this has been done, I venture 
to hope that the verses in dispute will for the future be allowed to retain their place in the second 
Gospel unmolested. 


It will of course be asked,—And yet, if all this be so, how does it happen that both in very 
ancient, and also in very modern times, this proposal to suppress twelve verses of the Gospel has 
enjoyed a certain amount of popularity? At the two different periods, (I answer,) for widely different 
reasons. 


(1.) In the ancient days, when it was the universal belief of Christendom that the Word of God 
must needs be consistent with itself in every part, and prove in every part (like its Divine Author) 
perfectly “faithful and true,” the difficulty (which was deemed all but insuperable) of bringing 
certain statements in S. Mark’s last Twelve Verses into harmony with certain statements of the 
other Evangelists, is discovered to have troubled Divines exceedingly. “In fact,” (says Mr. Scrivener,) 
“it brought suspicion upon these verses, and caused their omission in some copies seen by Eusebius.” 
That the maiming process is indeed attributable to this cause and came about in this particular way, 
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I am unable to persuade myself; but, if the desire to provide an escape from a serious critical 
difficulty did not actually occasion that copies of S. Mark’s Gospel were mutilated, it certainly was 
the reason why, in very early times, such mutilated copies were viewed without displeasure by 
some, and appealed to with complacency by others. 



(2.) But times are changed. We have recently been assured on high authority that the Church 
has reversed her ancient convictions in this respect: that now, “most sound theologians have no 
dread whatever of acknowledging minute points of disagreement” (i.e. minute errors) “in the 
fourfold narrative even of the life of the Redeemer 1 .” There has arisen in these last days a singular 
impatience of Dogmatic Truth, (especially Dogma of an unpalatable kind,) which has even rendered 
popular the pretext afforded by these same mutilated copies for the grave resuscitation of doubts, 
never as it would seem seriously entertained by any of the ancients; and which, at all events for 
1300 years and upwards, have deservedly sunk into oblivion. 

Whilst I write, that “most divine explication of the chiefest articles of our Christian belief,” the 
Athanasian Creed 2 , is made the object of incessant assaults 3 . But then it is remembered that statements 
quite as “uncharitable” as any which this Creed contains are found in the 16th verse of S. Mark’s 
concluding chapter; are in fact the words of Him whose very Name is Love. The precious warning 
clause, I say, (miscalled “damnatory 4 ,”) which an impertinent officiousness is for glossing with a 
rubric and weakening with an apology, proceeded from Divine lips,—at least if these concluding 
verses be genuine. How shall this inconvenient circumstance be more effectually dealt with than 
by accepting the suggestion of the most recent editors, that S. Mark’s concluding verses are an 
unauthorised addition to his Gospel? “If it be acknowledged that the passage has a harsh sound,” 
(remarks Dean Stanley,) “unlike the usual utterances of Him who came not to condemn but to save, 
the discoveries of later times have shown, almost beyond doubt, that it is not a part of S. Mark’s 


Abp. Tait’s Harmony of Revelation and the Sciences, (1864,) p. 21. 

See by all means Hooker, E. P., v. xlii. 11-13. 

Abp. Tait is of opinion that it “should not retain its place in the public Service of the Church:” and Dean Stanley gives 
sixteen reasons for the same opinion,—the fifteenth of which is that “many excellent laymen, including King George III., have 
declined to take part in the recitation.” (Final) Report of the Ritual Commission, 1870, p. viii. and p. xvii. 

In the words of a thoughtful friend, (Rev. C. P. Eden),—“ Condemnatory is just what these clauses are not. I understand 
myself, in uttering these words, not to condemn a fellow creature, but to acknowledge a truth of Scripture, God&#8217;s judgment 
namely on the sin of unbelief. The further question.—In whom the sin of unbelief is found; that awful question I leave entirely 
in His hands who is the alone Judge of hearts; who made us, and knows our infirmities, and whose tender mercies are over all 
His works.” 
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Gospel, but an addition by another hand; of which the weakness in the external evidence coincides 
with the internal evidence in proving its later origin 5 .” 


Modern prejudice, then,—added to a singularly exaggerated estimate of the critical importance 
of the testimony of our two oldest Codices, (another of the “discoveries of later times,” concerning 
"IX which I shall have more to say by-and-by,)—must explain why the opinion is even popular that 
4 | the last twelve verses of S. Mark are a spurious appendix to his Gospel. 

Not that Biblical Critics would have us believe that the Evangelist left off at verse 8, intending 
that the words,—“neither said they anything to any man, for they were afraid,” should be the 
conclusion of his Gospel. “No one can imagine,” (writes Griesbach,) “that Mark cut short the thread 
of his narrative at that place 6 .” It is on all hands eagerly admitted, that so abrupt a termination must 
be held to mark an incomplete or else an uncompleted work. How, then, in the original autograph 
of the Evangelist, is it supposed that the narrative proceeded? This is what no one has even ventured 
so much as to conjecture. It is assumed, however, that the original termination of the Gospel, 
whatever it may have been, has perished. We appeal, of course, to its actual termination: and,—Of 
what nature then, (we ask,) is the supposed necessity for regarding the last twelve verses of S. 
Mark’s Gospel us a spurious substitute for what the Evangelist originally wrote? What, in other 
words, has been the history of these modern doubts; and by what steps have they established 
themselves in books, and won the public ear? 


To explain this, shall be the object of the next ensuing chapters. 



CHAPTER II. 

THE HOSTILE VERDICT OF BIBLICAL CRITICS SHEWN TO BE QUITE OF RECENT 

DATE. 

Griesbach the first to deny the genuineness of these Verses (p. 6.)— Lachmann ’s fatal principle (p. 

8) the clue to the unfavourable verdict of Tischenclorf (p. 9), of Tregelles (p. 10), of 
Alford (p. 12); which has been generally adopted by subsequent Scholars and Divines 
(p. 13).— The nature of the present inquiry explained (p. 15.) 


5 

“The Athanasian Creed,” by the Dean of Westminster (Contemporary Review, Aug., 1870, pp. 158, 159). 


6 

Commentarius Criticus, ii. 197. 
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IT is only since the appearance of Griesbach’s second edition [1796-1806] that Critics of the 
New Testament have permitted themselves to handle the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel 
with disrespect. Previous critical editions of the New Testament are free from this reproach. “There 
is no reason for doubting the genuineness of this portion of Scripture,” wrote Mill in 1707, after a 
review of the evidence (as far as lie was acquainted with it) for and against. Twenty-seven years 
later, appeared Bengel’s edition of the New Testament (1734); and Wetstein, at the end of another 
seventeen years (1751-2), followed in the same field. Both editors, after rehearsing the adverse 
testimony in extenso, left the passage in undisputed possession of its place. Alter in 1786-7, and 
Birch in 1788 7 , (suspicious as the latter evidently was of its genuineness,) followed their 
predecessors’ example. But Matthaei, (who also brought his labours to a close in the year 1788,) 
was not content to give a silent suffrage. He had been for upwards of fourteen years a laborious 
collator of Greek MSS. of the New Testament, and was so convinced of the insufficiency of the 
arguments which had been brought against these twelve verses of S. Mark, that with no ordinary 
warmth, no common acuteness, he insisted on their genuineness. 

“With Griesbach,” (remarks Dr. Tregelles 8 ,) “Texts which may be called really critical begin;” 
and Griesbach is the first to insist that the concluding verses of S. Mark are spurious. That he did 
not suppose the second Gospel to have always ended at verse 8, we have seen already 9 . He was of 
opinion, however, that “at some very remote period, the original ending of the Gospel 
perished,—disappeared perhaps from the Evangelist’s own copy ,—and that the present ending was 
by some one substituted in its place.” Griesbach further invented the following elaborate and 
extraordinary hypothesis to account for the existence of S. Mark xvi. 9-20. 


He invites his readers to believe that when, (before the end of the second century,) the four 
Evangelical narratives were collected into a volume and dignified with the title of “The Gospel,”—S. 
Mark’s narrative was furnished by some unknown individual with its actual termination in order 
to remedy its manifest incompleteness; and that this volume became the standard of the Alexandrine 
recension of the text: in other words, became the fontal source of a mighty family of MSS. by 
Griesbach designated as “Alexandrine.” But there will have been here and there in existence isolated 
copies of one or more of the Gospels; and in all of these, S. Mark’s Gospel, (by the hypothesis,) 
will have ended abruptly at the eighth verse. These copies of single Gospels, when collected together, 


7 

Quatuor Evangelia Graece cum variantibus a textu lectionibus Codcl. MSS. Bibliothecae Vaticanae, etc. Jussu et sumtibus 
regiis edidit Andreas Birch, Havniae, 1788. A copy of this very rare and sumptuous folio may be seen in the King’s Library 
(Brit. Mus.) 

8 

Account of the Printed Text , p. 83. 

9 

See above, p. 3. 
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are presumed by Griesbach to have constituted “the Western recension.” If, in codices of this family 
also, the self-same termination is now all but universally found, the fact is to be accounted for, 
(Griesbach says,) by the natural desire which possessors of the Gospels will have experienced to 
supplement their imperfect copies as best they might. “Let this conjecture be accepted,” proceeds 
the learned veteran,—(unconscious apparently that he has been demanding acceptance for at least 
half-a-dozen wholly unsupported as well as entirely gratuitous conjectures,)—“and every difficulty 
disappears; and it becomes perfectly intelligible how there has crept into almost every codex which 
"IX has been written, from the second century downwards, a section quite different from the original 
7 | and genuine ending of S. Mark, which disappeared before the four Gospels were collected into a 
single volume.”—In other words, if men will but be so accommodating as to assume that the 
conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel disappeared before any one had the opportunity of transcribing the 
Evangelist’s inspired autograph, they will have no difficulty in understanding that the present 
conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel was not really written by S. Mark. 

It should perhaps be stated in passing, that Griesbach was driven into this curious maze of 
unsupported conjecture by the exigencies of his “Recension Theory;” which, inasmuch as it has 
been long since exploded, need not now occupy us. But it is worth observing that the argument 
already exhibited, (such as it is,) breaks down under the weight of the very first fact which its 
learned author is obliged to lay upon it. Codex B.,—the solitary manuscript witness for omitting 

the clause in question, (for Codex ^ had not yet been discovered,)—had been already claimed by 

Griesbach as a chief exponent of his so-called “Alexandrine Recension.” But then, on the Critic’s 
own hypothesis, (as we have seen already,) Codex B. ought, on the contrary, to have contained it. 
How was that inconvenient fact to be got over? Griesbach quietly remarks in a foot-note that Codex 
B. “has affinity with the Eastern family of MSS.”—The misfortune of being saddled with a worthless 
theory was surely never more apparent. By the time we have reached this point in the investigation, 
we are reminded of nothing so much as of the weary traveller who, having patiently pursued an 
ignis fatuus through half the night, beholds it at last vanish; but not until it has conducted him up 
to his chin in the mire. 


Neither Hug, nor Scholz his pupil,—who in 1808 and 1830 respectively followed Griesbach 
with modifications of his recension-theory,—concurred in the unfavourable sentence which their 
illustrious predecessor had passed on the concluding portion of S. Mark’s Gospel. The latter even 
"IX eagerly vindicated its genuinenesss 10 . But with Lachmann,—whose unsatisfactory text of the Gospels 
8 I appeared in 1842,—originated a new principle of Textual Revision; the principle, namely, of paying 
exclusive and absolute deference to the testimony of a few arbitrarily selected ancient documents; 
no regard being paid to others of the same or of yet higher antiquity. This is not the right place for 


10 


“Earn esse authenticam rationes internae et externae probant gravissimae.”” 
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discussing this plausible and certainly most convenient scheme of textual revision. That it leads to 
conclusions little short of irrational, is certain. I notice it only because it supplies the clue to the 
result which, as far as S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is concerned, has been since arrived at by Dr. Tischendorf, 
Dr. Tregelles, and Dean Alford 11 —the three latest critics who have formally undertaken to reconstruct 
the sacred Text. 

They agree in assuring their readers that the genuine Gospel of S. Mark extends no further than 
ch. xvi. ver. 8: in other words, that all that follows the words £cpo($ouvi:o yap is an unauthorized 
addition by some later hand; “a fragment,”—distinguishable from the rest of the Gospel not less 
by internal evidence than by external testimony. This verdict becomes the more important because 
it proceeds from men of undoubted earnestness and high ability; who cannot be suspected of being 
either unacquainted with the evidence on which the point in dispute rests, nor inexperienced in the 
art of weighing such evidence. Moreover, their verdict has been independently reached; is unanimous; 
is unhesitating; has been eagerly proclaimed by all three on many different occasions as well as in 
many different places 12 ; and may be said to be at present in all but undisputed possession of the 
"IX field 13 . The first-named Editor enjoys a vast reputation, and has been generously styled by Mr. 
9 I Scrivener, “the first Biblical Critic in Europe.” The other two have produced text-books which are 


I find it difficult to say what distress the sudden removal of this amiable and accomplished Scholar occasions me, just as I 
am finishing my task. I consign these pages to the press with a sense of downright reluctance,—(constrained however by the 
importance of the subject.)—seeing that he is no longer among us either to accept or to dispute a single proposition. All I can 
do is to erase every word which might have occasioned him the least annoyance; and indeed, as seldom as possible to introduce 
his respected name. An open grave reminds one of the nothingness of earthly controversy; as nothing else does, or indeed can 
do. 

12 

Tischendorf; besides eight editions of his laborious critical revision of the Greek Text, has edited our English "Authorized 
Version" (Tauchnitz, 1869,) with an “Introduction” addressed to unlearned readers, and the various readings of Codd. 8. B and 
A, set down in English at the foot of every page.—Tregelles, besides his edition of the Text of the N. T., is very full on the 
subject of S. Mark xvi. 9-20, in his “Account of the Printed Text,” and in his “Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the N. 
T.” (vol. iv. of Horne's Introd .)—Dean Alford, besides six editions of his Greek Testament, and an abridgment “for the upper 
forms of Schools and for passmen at the Universities,” put forth two editions of a “N. T. for English Readers,” and three editions 
of “the Authorized Version newly compared with the original Greek and revised;”—in every one of which it is stated that these 
twelve verses are “probably an addition, placed here in very early times.” 

13 

The Rev. P. H. Scrivener, Bp. Ellicott, and Bp. Wordsworth, are honourable exceptions to this remark, the last-named 
excellent Divine reluctantly admitting that "this portion may not have been penned by S. Mark himself;” and Bishop Ellicott 
(Historical Lectures , pp. 26-7) asking “Why may not this portion have been written by S. Mark at a later period?;”—both alike 
resolutely insist on its genuineness and canonicity. To the honour of the best living master of Textual Criticism, the Rev. F. H. 
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deservedly held in high esteem, and are in the hands of every student. The views of such men will 
undoubtedly colour the convictions of the next generation of English Churchmen. It becomes 
absolutely necessary, therefore, to examine with the utmost care the grounds of their verdict, the 
direct result of which is to present us with a mutilated Gospel. If they are right, there is no help for 
it but that the convictions of eighteen centuries in this respect must be surrendered. But if Tischendorf 
and Tregelles are wrong in this particular, it follows of necessity that doubt is thrown over the 
whole of their critical method. The case is a crucial one. Every page of theirs incurs suspicion, if 
their deliberate verdict in this instance shall prove to be mistaken. 

1. Tischendorf disposes of the whole question in a single sentence. “That these verses were not 
written by Mark,” (he says,) “admits of satisfactory proof.” He then recites in detail the adverse 

~~K external testimony which his predecessors had accumulated; remarking, that it is abundantly 

10 | confirmed by internal evidence. Of this he supplies a solitary sample; but declares that the whole 
passage is “abhorrent” to S. Mark’s manner. “The facts of the case being such,” (and with this he 
dismisses the subject,) “a healthy piety reclaims against the endeavours of those who are for palming 
off as Mark’s what the Evangelist is so plainly shewn to have known nothing at all about 14 .” A 
mass of laborious annotation which comes surging in at the close of verse 8, and fills two of 
Tischendorf’s pages, has the effect of entirely divorcing the twelve verses in question from the 
inspired text of the Evangelist. On the other hand, the evidence in favour of the place is despatched 
in less than twelve lines. What can be the reason that an Editor of the New Testament parades 
elaborately every particular of the evidence, (such as it is,) against the genuineness of a considerable 
portion of the Gospel; and yet makes summary work with the evidence in its favour? That 
Tischendorf has at least entirely made up his mind on the matter in hand is plain. Elsewhere, he 
speaks of the Author of these verses as “Pseudo Marcus 15 .” 

2. Dr. Tregelles has expressed himself most fully on this subject in his “Account of the Printed 
Text of the Greek New Testament” (1854). The respected author undertakes to show “that the early 


Scrivener, (of whom I desire to be understood to speak as a disciple of his master,) he it stated that he has never at any time 
given the least sanction to the popular outcry against this portion of the Gospel. “Without the slightest misgiving” he has uniformly 
maintained the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20. ( Introduction , pp. 7 and 429-32.) 

14 

“Haec non a Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur idoneis,” (p. 320.) “Quae testimonia aliis corroborantur argumentis, 
ut quod conlatis prioribus versu 9. parum apte adduntur verba dtp’ r|<; £K(3e(3. item quod singula multifariam a Marci ratione 
abhorrent.” (p. 322)—I quote from the 7th Leipsic ed.; but in Tischendorf’s 8th ed. (1866, pp. 403, 406,) the same verdict is 
repeated, with the following addition:—“Quae quum ita sint, sanae erga sacrum textum pietati adversari videntur qui pro 
apostolicis venditare pergunt quae a Marco aliena esse tam luculenter docemur.” (p. 407.) 

15 

Evangelia Apocrypha, 1853, Prolog, p. lvi. 
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testimony that S. Mark did not write these verses is confirmed by existing monuments.” Accordingly, 
he announces as the result of the propositions which he thinks he has established, “that the book of 
Mark himself ex tends no further than £(po(3ouvro yap.” He is the only critic I have met with to 
whom it does not seem incredible that S. Mark did actually conclude his Gospel in this abrupt way: 
observing that “perhaps we do not know enough of the circumstances of S. Mark when he wrote 
his Gospel to say whether he did or did not leave it with a complete termination.” In this modest 
suggestion at least Dr. Tregelles is unassailable, since we know absolutely nothing whatever about 
“the circumstances of S. Mark,” (or of any other Evangelist,) “when he wrote his Gospel:” neither 
indeed are we quite sure who S. Mark was. But when he goes on to declare, notwithstanding, “that 
the remaining twelve verses, by whomsoever written, have a full claim to be received as an authentic 
part of the second Gospel;” and complains that “there is in some minds a kind of timidity with 
regard to Holy Scripture, as if all our notions of its authority depended on our knowing who was 
the writer of each particular portion; instead of simply seeing and owning that it was given forth 
from God, and that it is as much His as were the Commandments of the Law written by His own 
finger on the tables of stone 16 ;”—the learned writer betrays a misapprehension of the question at 
issue, which we are least of all prepared to encounter in such a quarter. We admire his piety but it 
is at the expense of his critical sagacity. For the question is not at all one of authorship, but only 
one of genuineness. Have the codices been mutilated which do not contain these verses? If they 
have, then must these verses be held to be genuine. But on the contrary. Have the codices been 
supplemented which contain them? Then are these verses certainly spurious. There is no help for 
it but they must either be held to be an integral part of the Gospel, and therefore, in default of any 
proof to the contrary, as certainly by S. Mark as any other twelve verses which can be named; or 
else an unauthorized addition to it. If they belong to the post-apostolic age it is idle to insist on their 
Inspiration, and to claim that this “authentic anonymous addition to what Mark himself wrote down” 
is as much the work of God “as were the Ten Commandments written by His own finger on the 
tables of stone.” On the other hand, if they “ought as much to be received as part of our second 
Gospel as the last chapter of Deuteronomy (unknown as the writer is) is received as the right and 
proper conclusion of the book of Moses,”—it is difficult to understand why the learned editor 
should think himself at liberty to sever them from their context, and introduce the subscription 
KATA MAPKON after ver. 8. In short, “How persons who believe that these verses did not form a 
part of the original Gospel of Mark, but were added afterwards, can say that they have a good claim 
to be received as an authentic or genuine part of the second Gospel, that is, a portion of canonical 


16 

pp. 253, 7-9. 
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Scripture, passes comprehension.” It passes even Dr. Davidson’s comprehension; (for the foregoing 
words are his;) and Dr. Davidson, as some of us are aware, is not a man to stick at trifles 17 . 

3. Dean Alford went a little further than any of his predecessors. He says that this passage “was 
placed as a completion of the Gospel soon after the Apostolic period,—the Gospel itself having 
been, for some reason unknown to us, left incomplete. The most probable supposition” (he adds) 
“is, that the last leaf of the original Gospel was torn away .” The italics in this conjecture (which 
was originally Griesbach’s) are not mine. The internal evidence (declares the same learned writer) 
“preponderates vastly against the authorship of Mark;” or (as he elsewhere expresses it) against 
“its genuineness as a work of the Evangelist.” Accordingly, in his Prolegomena, (p. 38) he describes 
it as “the remarkable fragment at the end of the Gospel.” After this, we are the less astonished to 
find that he closes the second Gospel at ver. 8; introduces the Subscription there; and encloses the 
twelve verses which follow within heavy brackets. Thus, whereas from the days of our illustrious 
countryman Mill (1707), the editors of the N. T. have either been silent on the subject, or else have 
— IX whispered only that this section of the Gospel is to be received with less of confidence than the 

13 | rest,—it has been reserved for the present century to convert the ancient suspicions into actual 

charges. The latest to enter the field have been the first to execute Griesbach’s adverse sentence 
pronounced fifty years ago, and to load the blessed Evangelist with bonds. 

It might have been foreseen that when Critics so conspicuous permit themselves thus to handle 
the precious deposit, others would take courage to hurl their thunderbolts in the same direction with 
the less concern. “It is probable,” (says Abp. Thomson in the Bible Dictionary,) “that this section 
is from a different hand, and was annexed to the Gospels soon after the times of the 
Apostles 18 .”—The Rev. T. S. Green 19 , (an able scholar, never to be mentioned without respect,) 
considers that “the hypothesis of very early interpolation satisfies the body of facts in 
evidence,”—which “point unmistakably in the direction of a spurious origin.”—“In respect of 
Mark’s Gospel,” (writes Professor Norton in a recent work on the Genuineness of the Gospels,) 
“there is ground for believing that the last twelve verses were not written by the Evangelist, but 
were added by some other writer to supply a short conclusion to the work, which some cause had 


17 

In his first edition (1848, vol. i. p.163) Dr. Davidson pronounced it "manifestly untenable" that S. Mark’s Gospel was the 
last written; and assigned A.D. 64 as “its most probable” date. In his second (1868, vol. ii. p. 117), lie says:—“When we consider 
that the Gospel was not written till the second century, internal evidence loses much of its force against the authenticity of these 
verses.”— Introduction to N. T. 

18 

Vol. ii. p. 239. 

19 

“Developed Criticism, [1857], p. 53. 
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prevented the author from completing 20 .”—Professor Westcott—who, jointly with the Rev. F. J. 
A. Hort, announces a revised Text—assures us that “the original text, from whatever cause it may 
have happened, terminated abruptly after the account of the Angelic vision.” The rest “was added 
at another time, and probably by another hand.” “It is in vain to speculate on the causes of this 
abrupt close.” “The remaining verses cannot be regarded as part of the original narrative of S. 
Mark 21 .”—Meyer insists that this is an “apocryphal fragment,” and reproduces all the arguments, 
external and internal, which have ever been arrayed against it, without a particle of misgiving. The 
— IX “note” with which he takes leave of the subject is even insolent 22 . A comparison (he says) of these 

14 | “fragments” (ver. 9-18 and 19) with the parallel places in the other Gospels and in the Acts, shews 

how vacillating and various were the Apostolical traditions concerning the appearances of our Lord 
after His Resurrection, and concerning His Ascension. (“Hast thou killed, and also taken 
possession?”) 

Such, then, is the hostile verdict concerning these last twelve verses which I venture to dispute, 
and which I trust I shall live to see reversed. The writers above cited will be found to rely (1.) on 
the external evidence of certain ancient MSS.; and (2.) on Scholia which state “that the more ancient 
and accurate copies terminated the Gospel at ver. 8.” (3.) They assure us that this is confirmed by 
a formidable array of Patristic authorities. (4.) Internal proof is declared not to be wanting. Certain 
incoherences and inaccuracies are pointed out. In fine, “the phraseology and style of the section” 
are declared to be “unfavourable to its authenticity;” not a few of the words and expressions being 
“foreign to the diction of Mark.”—I propose to shew that all these confident and imposing statements 
are to a great extent either mistakes or exaggerations, and that the slender residuum of fact is about 
as powerless to achieve the purpose of the critics as were the seven green withs of the Philistines 
to bind Samson. 

In order to exhibit successfully what I have to offer on this subject, I find it necessary to begin 
(in the next chapter) at the very beginning. I think it right, however, in this place to premise a few 
plain considerations which will be of use to us throughout all our subsequent inquiry; and which 
indeed we shall never be able to afford to lose sight of for long. 

The question at issue being simply this,—Whether it is reasonable to suspect that the last twelve 
verses of S. Mark are a spurious accretion and unauthorized supplement to his Gospel, or not?—the 


20 

Ed. 1847, i. p.17. Ho recommends this view to his reader’s acceptance in five pages,—pp. 216 to 221. 

21 

Introduction to the Study of the Gospels, p.311. 

22 

Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 1865, 8vo. pp. 182, 186-92.. 
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whole of our business clearly resolves itself into an examination of what has been urged in proof 
that the former alternative is the correct one. Our opponents maintain that these verses did not form 
part of the original autograph of the Evangelist. But it is a known rule in the Law of Evidence that 
the burthen of proof lies on the party who asserts the affirmative of the issue 23 . We have therefore 
to ascertain in the present instance what the supposed proof is exactly worth; remembering always 
that in this subject-matter a high degree of probability is the only kind of proof which is attainable. 
When, for example, it is contended that the famous words in S. John’s first Epistle (1 S. John v. 7, 
8,) are not to be regarded as genuine, the fact that they are away from almost every known Codex 
is accepted as a proof that they were also away from the autograph of the Evangelist. On far less 
weighty evidence, in fact, we are at all times prepared to yield the hearty assent of our understanding 
in this department of sacred science. 

And yet, it will be found that evidence of overwhelming weight, if not of an entirely different 
kind, is required in the present instance: as I proceed to explain. 

1. When it is contended that our Lord&#8217;s reply to the young ruler (S. Matt. xix. 17) was 
not Ti \xe Aeyeiq ctyaOov; ouSdq ayaBoq, d prj dq, 6 0eoq,—it is at the same time insisted that it 
was Ti \xe spojrqq tie pi. too ayaBou; dq ecrav 6 ayaBoq. It is proposed to omit the former words only 
because an alternative clause is at hand, which it is proposed to substitute in its room. 

2. Again. When it is claimed that some given passage of the Textus Receptus,—S. Mark xv. 
28, for example, (kco drAqpooBq q ypacprj q Aiyouca, Kai pera avopoov eAoyiaBq,) or the Doxology 
in S. Matth. vi. 13,—is spurious, all that is pretended is that certain words are an unauthorized 
addition to the inspired text; and that by simply omitting them we are so far restoring the Gospel 
to its original integrity.—The same is to be said concerning every other charge of interpolation 
which can be named. If the celebrated “pericopa de adultera,” for instance, be indeed not genuine, 
we have but to leave out those twelve verses of S. John’s Gospel, and to read chap. vii. 52 in close 

i6 | sequence with chap. viii. 12; and we are assured that we are put in possession of the text as it came 
from the hands of its inspired Author. Nor, (it must be admitted), is any difficulty whatever 
occasioned thereby; for there is no reason assignable why the two last-named verses should not 
cohere; (there is no internal improbability, I mean, in the supposition;) neither does there exist any 
a priori reason why a considerable portion of narrative should be looked for in that particular part 
of the Gospel. 

3. But the case is altogether different, as all must see, when it is proposed to get rid of the twelve 
verses which for 1700 years and upwards have formed the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel; no 


23 

In the Roman law this principle is thus expressed,—“Ei incumbit probatio qui dicit, non qui negat.” Taylor on the Law of 
Evidence, 1868, p. 369. 
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alternative conclusion being proposed to our acceptance. For let it be only observed what this 
proposal practically amounts to and means. 

(a.) And first, it does not mean that S. Mark himself, with design, brought his Gospel to a close 
at the words £(po(3ouvro yap. That supposition would in fact be irrational. It does not mean, I say, 
that by simply leaving out those last twelve verses we shall be restoring the second Gospel to its 
original integrity. And this it is which makes the present a different case from every other, and 
necessitates a fuller, if not a different kind of proof. 

(I.) What then? It means that although an abrupt and impossible termination would confessedly 
be the result of omitting verses 9-20, no nearer approximation to the original autograph of the 
Evangelist is at present attainable. Whether S. Mark was interrupted before he could finish his 
Gospel,—(as Dr. Tregelles and Professor Norton suggest;)—in which case it will have been published 
by its Author in au unfinished state: or whether “the last leaf was torn away ” before a single copy 
of the original could be procured,—(a view which is found to have recommended itself to 
Griesbach;)—in which case it will have once had a different termination from at present; which 
termination however, by the hypothesis, has since been irrecoverably lost;—(and to one of these 
two wild hypotheses the critics are logically reduced;) —this we are not certainly told. The critics 
~~L\ are only agreed in assuming that S. Mark’s Gospel was at first without the verses which at present 

17 | conclude it. 

But this assumption, (that a work which has been held to be a complete work for seventeen 
centuries and upwards was originally incomplete,) of course requires proof The foregoing 
improbable theories, based on a gratuitous assumption, are confronted in limine with a formidable 
obstacle which must be absolutely got rid of before they can be thought entitled to a serious hearing. 
It is a familiar and a fatal circumstance that the Gospel of S. Mark has been furnished with its 
present termination ever since the second century of the Christian aera 24 . In default, therefore, of 
distinct historical evidence or definite documentary proof that at some earlier period than that it 
terminated abruptly, nothing short of the utter unfitness of the verses which at present conclude S. 
Mark’s Gospel to be regarded as the work of the Evangelist, would warrant us in assuming that 
they are the spurious accretion of the post-apostolic age: and as such, at the end of eighteen centuries, 
to be deliberately rejected. We must absolutely be furnished, I say, with internal evidence of the 
most unequivocal character; or else with external testimony of a direct and definite kind, if we are 
to admit that the actual conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel is an unauthorized substitute for something 
quite different that has been lost. I can only imagine one other thing which could induce us to 
entertain such an opinion; and that would be the genercd consent of MSS., Fathers, and Versions 

24 

This is freely allowed by all. “Certiores facti sumus hanc perieopam jam In secundo saeculo lectam fuisso tanquam bujus 
evangelii partem.” Tregelles N. T. p. 214. 
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in leaving these verses out. Else, it is evident that we are logically forced to adopt the far easier 
supposition that ( not S. Mark, but) some copyist of the third century left a copy of S. Mark’s Gospel 
unfinished; which unfinished copy became the fontal source of the mutilated copies which have 
come down to our own times 25 . 

I have thought it right to explain the matter thus fully at the outset; not in order to prejudge the 
question, (for that could answer no good purpose,) but only in order that the reader may have clearly 
set before him the real nature of the issue. “Is it reasonable to suspect that the concluding verses 
of S. Mark are a spurious accretion and unauthorized supplement to his Gospel, or not?” That is 
the question which we have to consider,—the one question. And while I proceed to pass under 
careful review all the evidence on this subject with which I am acquainted, I shall be again and 
again obliged to direct the attention of my reader to its bearing on the real point at issue. In other 
words, we shall have again and again to ask ourselves, how far it is rendered probable by each fresh 
article of evidence that S. Mark’s Gospel, when it left the hands of its inspired Author, was an 
unfinished work; the last chapter ending abruptly at ver. 8? 



I will only point out, before passing on, that the course which has been adopted towards S. 
Mark xvi. 9-20, by the latest Editors of the New Testament, is simply illogical. Either they regard 
these verses as possibly genuine, or else as certainly spurious. If they entertain (as they say they 
do) a decided opinion that they are not genuine, they ought (if they would be consistent) to banish 
them from the text 26 . Conversely, since they do not banish them from the text, they have no right to 
pass a fatal sentence upon them; to designate their author as “pseudo-Marcus;” to handle them in 
contemptuous fashion. The plain truth is, these learned men are better than their theory; the 
worthlessness of which they are made to feel in the present most conspicuous instance. It reduces 
them to perplexity. It has landed them in inconsistency and error.—They will find it necessary in 
the end to reverse their convictions. They cannot too speedily reconsider their verdict, and retrace 
their steps. 


CHAPTER III, 


This in fact is how Bengel (N. T. p. 526) accounts for the phenomenon:—“Fieri potuit ut librarius, scripto versu 8, reliquam 
partem scribere differret, et id exemplar, casu non perfectum, alii quasi perfectum sequerentur, praesertim quum ea pars cum 
reliqua historia evangelica minus congruere videretur.” 

It is thus that Tischendorf treats S. Luke xxiv. 12, and (in his latest edition) S. John xxi. 25. 
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THE EARLY FATHERS APPEALED TO, AND OBSERVED TO BEAR FAVOURABLE 

WITNESS. 

Patristic evidence sometimes .the most important of any (p. 20).— The importance of such evidence 
explained (p. 21).— Nineteen Patristic witnesses to these Verses, produced (p. 
23).— Summary (p. 30). 

THE present inquiry must be conducted solely on grounds of Evidence, external and internal. 
For the full consideration of the former, seven Chapters will be necessary 27 : for a discussion of the 
latter, one seventh of that space will suffice 28 . We have first to ascertain whether the external 
testimony concerning S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is of such a nature as to constrain us to admit that it is 
highly probable that those twelve verses are a spurious appendix to S. Mark’s Gospel. 

1. It is well known that for determining the Text of the New Testament, we are dependent on 
three chief sources of information: viz. (1.) on Manuscripts, —(2.) on Versions, —(3.) on Fathers. 
And it is even self-evident that the most ancient MSS.,—the earliest Versions,—the oldest of the 
Fathers, will probably be in every instance the most trustworthy witnesses. 

2. Further, it is obvious that a really ancient Codex of the Gospels must needs supply more 
valuable critical help in establishing the precise Text of Scripture than can possibly be rendered by 
any Translation, however faithful: while Patristic citations are on the whole a less decisive authority, 
even than Versions. The reasons are chiefly these:— (a.) Fathers often quote Scripture loosely, if 
not licentiously; and sometimes cdlucle only when they seem to quote. ( b .) They appear to have too 
often depended on their memory, and sometimes are demonstrably loose and inaccurate in their 

“IN citations; the same Father being observed to quote the same place in different ways, (c.) Copyists 

20 | and Editors may not be altogether depended upon for the exact form of such supposed quotations. 

Thus the evidence of Fathers must always be to some extent precarious. 

3. On the other hand, it cannot be too plainly pointed out that when,—instead of certifying 
ourselves of the actual words employ edby an Evangelist, their precise form and exact sequence ,—our 
object is only to ascertain whether a considerable passage of Scripture is genuine or not; is to be 
rejected or retained; was known or was not known in the earliest) ages of the Church; then, instead 
of supplying the least important evidence, Fathers become by far the most valuable witnesses of 
all. This entire subject may be conveniently illustrated by an appeal to the problem before us. 


27 

Chap. III.-VIII., also Chap. X. 

28 

Chap. IX. 
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4. Of course, if we possessed copies of the Gospels coeval with their authors, nothing could 
compete with such evidence. But then unhappily nothing of the kind is the case. The facts admit 
of being stated within the compass of a few lines. We have one Codex (the Vatican, B) which is 
thought to belong to the first half of the iv th century; and another, the newly discovered Codex 
Sinaiticus, (at St. Petersburg, ) which is certainly not quite so old,—perhaps by 50 years. Next 
come two famous codices; the Alexandrine (in the British Museum, A) and the Codex Ephraemi 
(in the Paris Library, C), which are probably from 50 to 100 years more recent still. The Codex 
Bezae (at Cambridge, D) is considered by competent judges to be the depository of a recension of 
the text as ancient as any of the others. Notwithstanding its strangely depraved condition 
therefore,—the many “monstra potius quam variae lectiones” which it contains,—it may be reckoned 
with the preceding four, though it must be 50 or 100 years later than the latest of them. After this, 
we drop down, (as far as S. Mark is concerned,) to 2 uncial MSS. of the viii th century,—7 of the 
ix th ,—4 of the ix th or x* 29 , while cursives of the xi th and xii th centuries are very numerous 

"IN indeed,—the copies increasing in number in a rapid ratio as we descend the stream of Time. Our 

21 | primitive manuscript witnesses, therefore, are but five in number at the utmost. And of these it has 

never been pretended that the oldest is to be referred to an earlier date than the beginning of the 
iv th century, while it is thought by competent judges that the last named may very possibly have 
been written quite late in the vi th . 

5. Are we then reduced to this fourfold, (or at most fivefold,) evidence concerning the text of 
the Gospels,—on evidence of not quite certain date, and yet (as we all believe) not reaching further 
back than to the iv th century of our aera? Certainly not. Here, Fathers come to our aid. There are 
perhaps as many as an hundred Ecclesiastical Writers older than the oldest extant Codex of the 
N.T.: while between A.D. 300 and A.D. 600, (within which limits our five oldest MSS. may be 
considered certainly to fall,) there exist about two hundred Fathers more. True, that many of these 
have left wondrous little behind them; and that the quotations from Holy Scripture of the greater 
part may justly be described as rare and unsatisfactory. But what then? From the three hundred, 
make a liberal reduction; and an hundred writers will remain who frequently quote the New 
Testament, and who, when they do quote it, are probably as trustworthy witnesses to the Truth of 

Scripture as either Cod. K or Cod. B. We have indeed heard a great deal too much of the 

precariousness of this class of evidence: not nearly enough of the gross inaccuracies which disfigure 
the text of those two Codices. Quite surprising is it to discover to what an extent Patristic quotations 
from the New Testament have evidently retained their exact original form. What we chiefly 
desiderata at this time is a more careful revision of the text of the Fathers, and more skilfully 
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Viz. E, L. [viii]: K. M, V, T, A, A (quaere), II (Tisch. ed. 8va.) [ix]: G, X, S, U [ix, x]. The following uncials are defective 
here,—F (ver. 9-19), H (ver. 9-14), I, N, O, P, R, T, W, Y, Z. 
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elaborated indices of the works of each: notone of them having been hitherto satisfactorily indexed. 
It would be easy to demonstrate the importance of bestowing far more attention on this subject than 
it seems to have hitherto enjoyed: but I shall content myself with citing a single instance; and for 
this, (in order not to distract the reader’s attention), I shall refer him to the Appendix 30 . What is at 
least beyond the limits of controversy, whenever the genuineness of a considerable passage of 
22 I Scripture is the point in dispute, the testimony of Fathers who undoubtedly recognise that passage, 
is beyond comparison the most valuable testimony we can enjoy. 

6. For let it be only considered what is implied by a Patristic appeal to the Gospel. It amounts 
to this:—that a conspicuous personage, probably a Bishop of the Church,—one, therefore, whose 
history, date, place, are all more or less matter of notoriety,—gives us his written assurance that 
the passage in question was found in that copy of the Gospels which he was accustomed himself 
to employ; the uncial codex, (it has long since perished) which belonged to himself or to the Church 
which he served. It is evident, in short, that any objection to quotations from Scripture in the writings 
of the ancient Fathers can only apply to the form of those quotations; not to their substance. It is 
just as certain that a verse of Scripture was actually read by the Father who unmistakedly refers to 
it, as if we had read it with him; even though the gravest doubts may be entertained as to the 
‘ipsissima verba’ which were found in his own particular copy. He may have trusted to his memory: 
or copyists may have taken liberties with his writings: or editors may have misrepresented what 
they found in the written copies. The form of the quoted verse, I repeat, may have suffered almost 
to any extent. The substance, on the contrary, inasmuch as it lay wholly beyond their province, 
may be looked upon as an indisputable fact. 

7. Some such preliminary remarks, (never out of place when quotations from the Fathers are 
to be considered,) cannot well be withheld when the most venerable Ecclesiastical writings are 
appealed to. The earliest of the Fathers are observed to quote with singular licence,—to cdlude 
rather than to quote. Strange to relate, those ancient men seem scarcely to have been aware of the 
grave responsibility they incurred when they substituted expressions of their own for the utterances 
of the Spirit. It is evidently not so much that their memory is in fault, as their judgment ,—in that 
they evidently hold themselves at liberty to paraphrase, to recast, to reconstruct 31 . 

I. Thus, it is impossible to resist the inference that Papias refers to S. Mark xvi. 18 when he 
records a marvellous tradition concerning “Justus surnamed Barsabas,” “how that after drinking 
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See Appendix (A), on the true reading of S. Luke ii. 14. 
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Consider bow Ignatius (ad Smyrn., c. 3) quotes S. Luke xxiv. 39; and how he refers to S. John xii. 3 in his Ep. ad Ephes. 
c. 17. 
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noxious poison, through the Lord&#8217;s grace he experienced no evil consequence 32 .” He does 
not give the words of the Evangelist. It is even surprising how completely he passes them by; and 
yet the allusion to the place just cited is manifest. Now, Papias is a writer who lived so near the 
time of the Apostles that he made it his delight to collect their traditional sayings. His date (according 
to Clinton) is A.D. 100. 

II. Justin Martyr, the date of whose first Apology is A.D. 151, is observed to say concerning 
the Apostles that, after our Lord&#8217;s Ascension,—s^sAOovrsq Travraxou eKrjpu^av 33 : which 
is nothing else but a quotation from the last verse of S. Mark’s Gospel, —skswoi 5e s^eAOovreq 
SKqpu^av Tiavraxou. And thus it is found that the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel was familiarly 
known within fifty years of the death of the last of the Evangelists. 

III. When Iren&#230;us, in his third Book against Heresies, deliberately quotes and remarks 
upon the 19th verse of the last chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel 34 , we are put in possession of the certain 

"IN fact that the entire passage now under consideration was extant in a copy of the Gospels which was 
24 | used by the Bishop of the Church of Lyons sometime about the year A.D. 180, and which therefore 
cannot possibly have been written much more than a hundred years after the date of the Evangelist 
himself: while it may have been written by a contemporary of S. Mark, and probably was written 
by one who lived immediately after his time.—Who sees not that this single piece of evidence is 
in itself sufficient to outweigh the testimony of any codex extant? It is in fact a mere trifling with 
words to distinguish between “Manuscript” and “Patristic” testimony in a case like this: for (as I 
have already explained) the passage quoted from S. Mark’s Gospel by Irenaeus is to all intents and 
purposes a fragment from a dated manuscript; and that MS., demonstrably older by at least one 
hundred and fifty years than the oldest copy of the Gospels which has come down to our times. 

IV. Take another proof that these concluding verses of S. Mark were in the second century 
accounted an integral part of his Gospel. Hippolytus, Bishop of Portus near Rome (190-227), a 
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'IaropeT [sc. natriaq] erepov jtapaSo^ov irepi ’Iouarov rov £TUKAq0£vra Bapaa(3av yEyovoq,—evidently a slip of the pen for 
Bapoa(3av rov £JUKAq0£vra ’Iouarov (see Acts i. 23, quoted by Eusebius immediately afterwards,)—d>q SqAqrqptov cpappavcov 
Epptovroq Kai pqSev dqSec; 5ta rtjv rou Kuptou xdptv uTtopdvavroq. Euseb. Hist. Eccl. iii. 39. 

33 

Apol. I. c. 45.—The supposed quotations in c. 9 from the Fragment De Resurrectione (Westcott and others) are clearly 
references to S. Luke xxiv.,— not to S. Mark xvi. 

34 

lib. iii. c. x. ad fin. (ed. Stieren, p. 462). “In fine autem Evangelii ait Marcus, et quidem Dominus Jesus, postquam locutus 
est eis, receptus est in caelos, et sedet ad dexteram Dei.” Accordingly, against S. Mark xvi. 19 in Harl. MS. 5647 (= Evan. 72) 
occurs the following marginal scholium, which Cramer has already published:—EtpqvaToq 6 rtbv ’AnoaroAtov ttAqaiov, £V rtp 
ttpoq rat; aipEaaq f Aoyto rouro dv(jv£yK£v to pqrov coq Maptcto apqp£vov. 
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contemporary of Irenaeus, quotes the 17 th and 18 th verses in his fragment ITepi Xapiapatoov 35 . Also 
— |\. in his Homily on the heresy of Noetus 36 , Hippolytus has a plain reference to this section of S. Mark’s 

25 I Gospel. To an inattentive reader, the passage alluded to might seem to be only the fragment of a 
Creed; but this is not the case. In the Creeds, Christ is invariably spoken of as dvsABovTa: in the 
Scriptures, invariably as avctAqcpBsvta 37 . So that when Hippolytus says of Him, dvaAap(3ctv£Tca 
dq oupavouq real eve Se^ioov ITatpoq KaBi^etca, the reference must needs be to S. Mark xvi. 19. 

V. At the Seventh Council of Carthage held under Cyprian, A.D. 256, (on the baptizing of 
Heretics,) Vincentius, Bishop of Thibari, (a place not far from Carthage,) in the presence of the 
eighty-seven assembled African bishops, quoted two of the verses under consideration 38 ; and 
Augustine, about a century and a half later, in his reply, recited the words afresh 39 . 

VI. The Apocryphal Acta Pilati (sometimes called the “Gospel of Nicodemus”) Tischendorf 

rd 

assigns without hesitation to the iii century; whether rightly or wrongly I have no means of 


First published as his by Fabricius (vol. i. 245.) Its authorship has never been disputed. In the enumeration of the works of 
Hippolytus (inscribed on the chair of his marble effigy in the Lateran Museum at Rome) is read,—nEPI XAPILMATQN; and by 
that name the fragment in question is actually designated in the third chapter of the (so called) “Apostolical Constitutions,” (rd 
ptrv o5v Ttpwra rou Aoyou £^£0£p£0a tt£pt rwv Xaptaparwv. k.t.A..),— in which singular monument of Antiquity the fragment 
itself is also found. It is in fact nothing else but the first two chapters of the “Apostolical Constitutions;” of which the iv th chapter 
is also claimed for Hippolytus, (though with evidently far less reason,) and as such appears in the last edition of the Father’s 
collected works, ( Hippolvti Romani qua ferentur omnia Greece, ed. Lagarde, 1858,)—p. 74. 

The work thus assigned to Hippolytus, (evidently on the strength of the heading,—Atartx^at; rwv aurwv ayiwv ’ATtoaroAwv 
Tt£pt xetporovttbv, 5ta TtuttoAutou,) is part of the “Octateuchus Clementines,” concerning which Lagarde has several remarks in 
the preface to his Reliquice Juris Ecclesiastici Antiquissimce, 1856. The composition in question extends from p. 5 to p. 18 of 
the last-named publication. The exact correspondence between the "Octateuchus Clementinus” and the Pseudo-Apostolical 
Constitutions will be found to extend no further than the single chapter (the iv th ) specified in the text. In the meantime the 
fragment tt£pt xapiopdrwv (containing S. Mark xvi. 17, 18,) is identical throughout. It forms the first article in Lagarde’s Reliquice, 
extending from p. 1 to p. 4, and is there headed AtSaatcaAta rwv aytwv ’ATtoaroAwv tt£pt xaptaparwv. 

Ad fin. See Routh's Opuscula, i. p. 80. 

For which reason I cordially subscribe to Tischendorf’s remark (ed. 8va. p. 407), “Quod idem [Justinus] Christum 
dv£Ar|Au0oaa £t<; rout; oupavout; dicit, [Apol I. c. 50?] minus valet.” 

“In nomine meo manum imponite, daemonia expellite,” (Cyprian Opp. p. 237 [Reliqq. Sacr. p. 124.] quoting S. Mark xvi. 
17, 18,)— “In nomine meo daemonia ejicient .... super egrotos manus imponent et bene habebunt.” 

Responsa ad Episcopos, c. 44. (Reliqq. v. 248.) 
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ascertaining. It is at all events a very ancient forgery, and it contains the 15th, 16th, 17th and 18th 
verses of this chapter 40 . 

VII. This is probably the right place to mention that ver. 15 is clearly alluded to in two places 
of the (so-called) “Apostolical Constitutions 41 ;” and that verse 16 is quoted (with no variety of 
— reading from the Textus receptus 42 ) in an earlier part of the same ancient work. The “Constitutions” 
26 I are assigned to the iii rd or the iv th century 43 . 

VIII and IX. It will be shown in Chapter V. that Eusebius, the Ecclesiastical Historian, was 
profoundly well acquainted with these verses. He discusses them largely, and (as I shall prove in 
the chapter referred to) was by no means disposed to question their genuineness. His Church History 
was published A.D. 325. 

Marinus also, (whoever that individual may have been,) a contemporary of Eusebius,—inasmuch 
as he is introduced to our notice by Eusebius himself as asking a question concerning the last twelve 
verses of S. Mark’s Gospel without a trace of misgiving as to the genuineness of that about which 
he inquires,—is a competent witness in their favor who has hitherto been overlooked in this 
discussion. 

X. Tischendorf and his followers state that Jacobus Nisibenus quotes these verses. For “Jacobus 
Nisibenus” read “Aphraates the Persian Sage,” and the statement will be correct. The history of 
the mistake is curious. 

Jerome, in his Catalogue of Ecclesiastical writers, makes no mention of Jacob of Nisibis,—a 
famous Syrian Bishop who was present at the Council of Nicaea, A.D. 325. Gennadius of Marseille, 
(who carried on Jerome’s list to the year 495) asserts that the reason of this omission was Jerome’s 
ignorance of the Syriac language; and explains that Jacob was the author of twenty-two Syriac 
Homilies 44 . Of these, there exists a very ancient Armenian translation; which was accordingly edited 


40 

Evangelia Apocrypha, ed. Tischendorf, 1853, pp. 243 and 351: also Proleg. p. lvi. 

41 

In I. vii. c. 7 (adfin .),—Aa(36vte<;evroAriVTtap’aurouKripu^air6euaYYeVovei<;6Aovr6vK6apov: and in Z. viii. c. 1,—qpiv 
row; ditoaroAon; peAAouai to evayyeXiov KazayyeXXeiv Ttaap rfj vcrioer. Observe, this immediately follows the quotation of 
verses 17, 18. 

42 

Lib. vi. c. 15.—The quotation (at the beginning of lib. viii.) of the 17th and 18th verses, has been already noticed in its 
proper place. Supra, p. 24. 

43 

Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 421. 

44 

Apud Hieron. Opp. ed. Vallars., ii. 951-4. 
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as the work of Jacobus Nisi-bonus with a Latin version, at Rome, in 1756. Gallandius reprinted 
both the Armenian and the Latin; and to Gallandius (vol. v.) we are referred whenever “Jacobus 
Nisibenus” is quoted. 

But the proposed attribution of the Homilies in question,—though it has been acquiesced in for 
nearly 1400 years,—is incorrect. Quite lately the Syriac originals have come to light, and they 
prove to be the work of Aphraates, “the Persian Sage,”—a Bishop, and the earliest known Father 
of the Syrian Church. In the first Homily, (which bears date A.D. 337), verses 16, 17,18 of S. Mark 
xvi. are quoted 45 ,—yet not from the version known as the Curetonian Syriac, nor yet from the 
Peshito exactly 46 .—Here, then, is another wholly independent witness to the last twelve verses of 

S. Mark, coeval certainly with the two oldest copies of the Gospel extant,—B and K. 

XI. Ambrose, Archbishop of Milan. (A.D. 374-397) freely quotes this portion of the 
Gospel,—citing ver. 15 four times: verses 16, 17 and 18, each three times: ver. 20, once 47 . 

XII. The testimony of Chrysostom (A.D. 400) has been all but overlooked. In part of a Homily 
claimed for him by his Benedictine Editors, he points out that S. Luke alone of the Evangelists 
describes the Ascension: S. Matthew and S. John not speaking of it,—S. Mark recording the event 
only. Then he quotes verses 19, 20. “This” (he adds) “is the end of the Gospel. Mark makes no 
extended mention of the Ascension 48 .” Elsewhere he has an unmistakable reference to S. Mark xvi. 
9 49 . 

XIII. Jerome, on a point like this, is entitled to more attention than any other Father of the 
Church. Living at a very early period, (for he was born in 331 and died in 420,)—endowed with 
extraordinary Biblical learning,—a man of excellent judgment,—and a professed Editor of the New 
Testament, for the execution of which task he enjoyed extraordinary facilities,—his testimony is 

28 | most weighty. Not unaware am I that Jerome is commonly supposed to be a witness on the opposite 
side: concerning which mistake I shall have to speak largely in Chapter V. But it ought to be enough 



45 

See Dr. Wright's ed. of “Aphraates,” (4 te . 1869,) p. 21. I am entirely indebted to the learned Editor’s Preface for the 
information in the text. 

46 

Front Dr. Wright, and my brother Archdeacon Rose. 

47 

Vol. i. 796 E and vol. ii. 461 D quote ver. 15: 1429 B quotes ver. 15 and 16: vol. ii. 663 B. C quotes ver. 15 to 18. Vol. i. 
127 A quotes ver. 16 to 18. Vol. i. 639 E and vol. ii. 400 A quote ver. 17, 18. Vol. i. 716 A quotes ver. 20. 

48 

Opp. iii. 765 A. B. 

49 

Kai pqv to tvayyiXxoM rouvavrtov Xeyex, on rfj Mapta upturn [wtpGnl Chrys. Opp. x. 355 B. 
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to point out that we should not have met with these last twelve verses in the Vulgate, had Jerome 
held them to be spurious 50 . He familiarly quotes the 9th verse in one place of his writings 51 ; in 
another place he makes the extraordinary statement that in certain of the copies, (especially the 
Greek,) was found after ver. 14 the reply of the eleven Apostles, when our Saviour “upbraided them 
with their unbelief and hardness of heart, because they believed not them which had seen Him after 
He was risen 52 .” To discuss so weak and worthless a forgery,—no trace of which is found in any 
MS. in existence, and of which nothing whatever is known except what Jerome here tells us,—would 
be to waste our time indeed. The fact remains, however, that Jerome, besides giving these last 
twelve verses a place in the Vulgate, quotes S. Mark xvi. 14, as well as ver. 9, in the course of his 
writings. 



XIV. It was to have been expected that Augustine would quote these verses: but he more than 
quotes them. He brings them forward again and again 53 ,—discusses them as the work of S. 
Mark,—remarks that “in diebus Paschalibus,” S. Mark’s narrative of the Resurrection was publicly 
read in the Church 54 . All this is noteworthy. Augustine flourished A.D. 395-430. 

XV. and XVI. Another very important testimony to the genuineness of the concluding part of 
S. Mark’s Gospel is furnished by the unhesitating manner in which Nestorius, the heresiarch, 
quotes ver. 20; and Cyril of Alexandria, accepts his quotation, adding a few words of his own 55 . 


50 

“Cogis” (he says to Pope Damasus) “ut post exemplaria Scripturarum toto orbs dispersa quasi quidam arbiter sedeam; et 
quia inter se variant, quae sint ilia quae cum Graeca consentiant veritate decemam.—Haec praesens praefatiuncula pollicetur 
quatuor Evangelia .... codicum Graecorum emendata conlatione, sed et veterum.” 

51 

Vol. i. p. 827 C (ed. Vallars.) 

52 

Contra Pelagianos, II. 15, (Opp. ii. 744-5):—“In quibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in Graecis codicibus, juxta Marcum 
in fine Evangelii scribitur: Postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis Jesus, et exprobravit incredulitatem et duritiam 
cordis eorum, quia his qui viderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt. Et illi satisfaciebant dicentes: Sceculum istud iniquitatis 
et incredulitatis substantia est, quae non sinit per immundos spiritus veram Dei apprehendi virtutem: idcirco jam nunc revela 
justitiam tuam.” 

53 

e.g. ver. 12 in vol. ii. 515 C (Ep. 149); Vol. v. 988 C.—Verses 15, 16, in vol. v. 391 E, 985 A: vol. x. 22 F. 

54 

Vol. v. 997 F, 998 B, C. 

55 

e^eXQovxec, yap, <pr|ai, SieKrjpuaaov rov Aoyov Ttavraxou. rou Kuptou auvepyoOvrot;, teat rov Aoyov (3e(3aiouvTO<;, 5ta rwv 
£TtaKoAou9qadvrtov aqpettov. Nestorius c. Orthodoxos: (Cyril. Alexand. adv. Nestorian. Opp. vol. vi. 46 B.) To which, Cyril 
replies,—tfj trap’ aurou Suvaaraa xpwpevot, SteKqpurrovro teat apyatjovro rat; ©eoaqpetat; oi Oeatteaiot pa0qrat {Ibid. D.) 
This quotation was first noticed by Matthaei ( Enthym. Zig. i. 161.) 
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Let it be borne in mind that this is tantamount to the discovery of two dated codices containing the 
last twelve verses of S. Mark,—and that date anterior (it is impossible to say by how many years) 
to A.D. 430. 

Victor of Antioch, (concerning whom I shall have to speak very largely in Chapter V.,) 
flourished about A.D. 425. The critical testimony which he bears to the genuineness of these verses 
is more emphatic than is to be met with in the pages of any other ancient Father. It may be 
characterized as the most conclusive testimony which it was in his power to render. 

Hesychius of Jerusalem, by a singular oversight, has been reckoned among the impugners of 
these verses. He is on the contrary their eager advocate and champion. It seems to have escaped 
observation that towards the close of his “Homily on the Resurrection,” (published in the works of 
Gregory of Nyasa, and erroneously ascribed to that Father,) Hesychius appeals to the 19th verse, 
and quotes it as S. Mark’s at length 56 . The date of Hesychius is uncertain; but he may, I suppose, 
be considered to belong to the vi th century. His evidence is discussed in Chapter V. 

XIX. This list shall be brought to a close with a reference to the Synopsis ScripturaeSacrae,— an 
ancient work ascribed to Athanasius 57 , but probably not the production of that Father. It is at all 
””IX events of much older date than any of the later uncials; and it rehearses in detail the contents of S. 

30 I Mark xvi. 9-20 58 . 

It would be easy to prolong this enumeration of Patristic authorities; as, by appealing to 
Gregentius in the vi th century, and to Gregory the Great, and. Modestus, patriarch of Constantinople 


opotwt; 5e Kori to raxpa tu> Maptccp Yeypappa/ov '0 pev ouv Kuptoq—etc 5e(twv tou 09eou. Greg.Nyss. Opp. iii. 415. 

Athanasii Opp. vol. ii. p. 181 F, 182 A. See the Prcefat., pp. vii., viii. 

In dismissing this enumeration, let me be allowed to point out that there must exist many more Patristic citations which I 
have overlooked. The necessity one is under, on occasions like the present, of depending to a great extent on “Indices,” is fatal; 
so scandalously inaccurate is almost every Index of Texts that can be named. To judge from the Index in Oehler’s edition of 
Tertullian, that Father quotes these twelve verses not less than eight times. According to the Benedictine Index, Ambrose does 
not quote them so much as once. Ambrose, nevertheless, quotes five of these verses no less than fourteen times; while Tertullian, 
as far as I am able to discover, does not quote S. Mark xvi. 9-20 at all. 

Again. One hoped that the Index of Texts in Dindorf’s new Oxford ed. of Clemens Alex, was going to remedy the sadly 
defective Index in Potter’s ed. But we are still exactly where we were. S. John i. 3 (or 4), so remarkably quoted in vol. iii. 433, 
1. 8: S. John i. 18, 50, memorably represented in vol. iii. 412,1. 26: S. Mark i. 13, interestingly referred to in vol. iii. 455, lines 
6, 6, 7: —are nowhere noticed in the Index. The Voice from Heaven at our Saviour&#8217;s Baptism,—a famous misquotation 
(vol. i. 145,1. 14), —does not appear in the Index of quotations from S. Matthew (iii. 17), S. Mark (i. 11), or S. Luke (iii. 22.) 
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in the vii th ;—to Ven. Bede and John Damascene in the viii th ;—to Theophylact in the xi th ;—to 
Euthymius in the xii 1 * 159 : but I forbear. It would add no strength to my argument that I should by 
such evidence support it; as the reader will admit when he has read my X th chapter. 

It will be observed then that three competent Patristic witnesses of the ii nd century,— four of 
the iii rd ,— six of the iv th ,— four of the v th ,—and two (of uncertain date, but probably) of the 
vi th ,—have admitted their familiarity with these “last Twelve Verses.” Yet do they not belong to 
one particular age, school, or country. They come, on the contrary, from every part of the ancient 
Church: Antioch and Constantinople,—Hierapolis, Caesarea and Edessa,—Carthage, Alexandria 
— IX and Hippo,—Rome and Portus. And thus, upwards of nineteen early mama have been to all intents 

31 1 and purposes inspected for us in various lands by unprejudiced witnesses, — seven of them at least 
of more ancient date than the oldest copy of the Gospels extant. 


I propose to recur to this subject for an instant when the reader has been made acquainted with 
the decisive testimony which ancient Versions supply. But the Versions deserve a short Chapter 
to themselves. 



CHAPTER IV. 

THE EARLY VERSIONS EXAMINED, AND FOUND TO YIELD UNFALTERING 
TESTIMONY TO THE GENUINENESS OF THESE VERSES. 

The Peshito,—the Curetonian Syriac,—and the Recension of Thomas of Market (p. 33.)— The 
Vulgate (p. 34)— and the Vetus Itcda (p. 35)— the Gothic (p. 35)— and the Egyptian 
Versions (p. 35).— Review of the Evidence up to this point, (p. 36). 

IT was declared at the outset that when we are seeking to establish in detail the Text of the 
Gospels, the testimony of Manuscripts is incomparably the most important of all. To early Versions, 
the second place was assigned. To Patristic citations, the third. But it was explained that whenever 
(as here) the only question to be decided is whether a considerable portion of Scripture be genuine 
or not, then, Patristic references yield to no class of evidence in importance. To which statement 
it must now be added that second only to the testimony of Fathers on such occasions is to be 
reckoned the evidence of the oldest of the Versions. The reason is obvious, (a.) We know for the 
most part the approximate date of the principal ancient Versions of the New Testament:—( b .) Each 


59 


Gregentius apud Galland. xi. 653 E.—Greg. Mag. (Horn. xxix. in Evang.)—Modestus apud Photium cod. 275.—Johannis 


Damasceni Opp. (ed. 1712) vol. i. 608 E.—Bede, and Theophylact (who quotes all the verses) and Euthymius in loc. 
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Version is represented by at least one very ancient Codex:—and (c.) It may be safely assumed that 
Translators were never dependant on a single copy of the original Greek when they executed their 
several Translations. Proceed we now to ascertain what evidence the oldest of the Versions bear 
concerning the concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel: and first of all for the Syriac. 

I. “Literary history,” (says Mr. Scrivener,) “can hardly afford a more powerful case than has 
been established for the identity of the Version of the Syriac now called the ‘Peshito’ with that 
used by the Eastern Church long before the great schism had its beginning, in the native land of 

— IN the blessed Gospel.” The Peshito is referred by common consent to the ii nd century of our aera; and 

33 I is found to contain the verses in question. 

II. This, however, is not all. Within the last thirty years, fragments of another very ancient 
Syriac translation of the Gospels, (called from the name of its discoverer “TheCuretonian Syriac,”) 
have come to light 60 : and in this translation also the verses in question are found 61 . This fragmentary 
codex is referred by Cureton to the middle of the v th century. At what earlier date the Translation 
may have been executed,—as well as how much older the original Greek copy may have been 
which this translator employed,—can of course only be conjectured. But it is clear that we are 
listening to another truly primitive witness to the genuineness of the text now under consideration;—a 
witness (like the last) vastly more ancient than either the Vatican Codex B, or the Sinaitic Codex 

K; more ancient, therefore, than any Greek copy of the Gospels in existence. We shall not be thought 

rd 

rash if we claim it for the iii century. 

III. Even this, however, does not fully represent the sum of the testimony which the Syriac 
language bears on this subject. Philoxenus, Monophysite Bishop of Mabug (Hierapolis) in Eastern 
Syria, caused a revision of the Peshito Syriac to be executed by his Chorepiscopus Polycarp, A.D. 
508; and by the aid of three 62 approved and accurate Greek manuscripts, this revised version of 
Polycarp was again revised by Thomas of Hharkel, in the monastery of Antonia at Alexandria, 
A.D. 616. The Hharklensian Revision, (commonly called the “Philoxenian,”) is therefore an 
extraordinary monument of ecclesiastical antiquity indeed: for, being the Revision of a revised 
Translation of the New Testament known to have been executed from MSS. which must have been 


60 

Dr. Wright informs me (1871) that some more leaves of this Version have just been recovered. 

61 

By a happy providence, one of the fragments contains the last four verses. 

62 

In the margin, against S. Matth. xxviii. 5, Thomas writes,—“In tribus codicibus Graecis, et in uno Syriaco antiqute versionis, 
non inventum est nomen, "Nazarenus.”’—Cf. ad xxvii. 85.—Adler’s N.T. Verss. Syrr., p. 97. 
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at least as old as the v th century, it exhibits the result of what may be called a collation of copies 
— IX made at a time when only four of our extant uncials were in existence. Here, then, is a singularly 

34 | important accumulation of manuscript evidence on the subject of the verses which of late years it 

has become the fashion to treat as spurious. And yet, neither by Polycarp nor by Thomas of Hharkel, 
are the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel omitted 63 . 

To these, if I do not add the “Jerusalem version,”—(as an independent Syriac translation of the 
Ecclesiastical Sections, perhaps of the v th century, is called 64 ,)—it is because our fourfold Syriac 
evidence is already abundantly sufficient. In itself, it far outweighs in respect of antiquity anything 
that can be shewn on the other side. Turn we next to the Churches of the West. 


IV. That Jerome, at the bidding of Pope Damasus (A.D. 382), was the author of that famous 
Latin version of the Scriptures called The Vulgate, is known to all. It seems scarcely possible to 
overestimate the critical importance of such a work,—executed at such a time,—under such 
auspices,—and by a man of so much learning and sagacity as Jerome. When it is considered that 
we are here presented with the results of a careful examination of the best Greek Manuscripts to 
which a competent scholar had access in the middle of the fourth century,—(and Jerome assures 
us that he consulted several,)—we learn to survey with diminished complacency our own slender 

— IX stores (if indeed any at all exist) of corresponding antiquity. It is needless to add that the Vulgate 

35 | contains the disputed verses: that from no copy of this Version are they away. Now, in such a matter 

as this, Jerome’s testimony is very weighty indeed. 

V. The Vulgate, however, was but the revision of a much older translation, generally known 
as the Vetus Itala. This Old Latin, which is of African origin and of almost Apostolic antiquity, 
(supposed of the ii nd century,) conspires with the Vulgate in the testimony which it bears to the 


That among the 437 various readings and marginal notes on the Gospels relegated to the Philoxenian margin, should occur 
the worthless supplement which is only found besides in Cod. L. (see ch. viii.)—is not at all surprising. Of these 437 readings 
and notes, 91 are not found: in White’s Edition; while 105 (the supplement in question being one of them) are found in White 
only. This creates a suspicion that in part at least the Philoxenian margin must exhibit traces of the assiduity of subsequent critics 
of the Syriac text. (So Adler on S. Matth. xxvi. 40.) To understand the character of some of those marginal notes and annotations, 
the reader has but to refer to Adler’s learned work. (pp. 79-184) and examine the notes on the following places:—S. Matth. xv. 

21: xx. 28 ( = D): xxvi. 7. S. Mk. i. 16: xii. 42. S. Lu. x. 17 (= B D): 42 ( = B X L): xi. 1: 63. S. Jo. ii. 1 [3] (= K): iii. 26: vii. 39 
(partly = B): x. 8, &c. &c. 

This work has at last been published in 2 vols. 4to., Verona, 1861-4, under the following title:— Evangeliarium 
Hierosolymitanum ex Codice Vaticano Palaestino demprompsit, edidit, Latine vertit, Prolegomenis et Glossario adornavit, 
Comes Franciscus MiniscalchiErizzo. 
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genuineness of the end of S. Mark’s Gospel 65 :—an emphatic witness that in the African province, 
from the earliest time, no doubt whatever was entertained concerning the genuineness of these last 
twelve verses. 


The next place may well be given to the venerable version of the Gothic Bishop Ulphilas,—A.D. 
350. Himself a Cappadocian, Ulphilas probably derived his copies from Asia Minor. His version 
is said to have been exposed to certain corrupting influences; but the unequivocal evidence which 
it bears to the last verses of S. Mark is at least unimpeachable, and must be regarded as important 
in the highest degree 66 . The oldest extant copy of the Gothic of Ulphilas is assigned to the v th or 
early in the vi th century: and the verses in question are there also met with. 



VII. and VIII. The ancient Egyptian versions call next for notice: their testimony being so 
exceedingly ancient and respectable. The Memphitic, or dialect of Lower Egypt, (less properly 
called the “Coptic” version), which is assigned to the iv th or v th century, contains S. Mark xvi. 
9-20.—Fragments of the Thebaic, or dialect of Upper Egypt, (a distinct version and of considerably 
earlier date, less properly called the “Sahidic,”) survive in MSS. of very nearly the same antiquity: 
and one of these fragments happily contains the last verse of the Gospel according to S. Mark. The 
Thebaic version is referred to the iii century. 


After this mass of evidence, it will be enough to record concerning the Armenian version, that 
it yields inconstant testimony: some of the MSS. ending at ver. 8; others putting after these words 
the subscription, (suaYY^tov Kara Mapvcov,) and then giving the additional verses with a new 
subscription: others going on without any break to the end. This version may be as old as the v th 
century; but like the Ethiopic [iv—vii?] and the Georgian [vi?] it comes to us in codices of 
comparatively recent date. All this makes it impossible for us to care much for its testimony. The 
two last-named versions, whatever their disadvantages may be, at least bear constant witness to the 
genuineness of the verses in dispute. 


1. And thus we are presented with a mass of additional evidence,—so various, so weighty, so 
multitudinous, so venerable,—in support of this disputed portion of the Gospel, that it might well 
be deemed in itself decisive. 


65 

It does not sensibly detract from the value of this evidence that one ancient codex, the “Codex Bobbiensis” (k), which 
Tregelles describes as “a revised text, in which the influence of ancient MSS. is discernible,” [Printed text , &c. p. 170.] and 
which therefore may not be cited in the present controversy,—exhibits after ver. 8 a Latin translation of the spurious words 
which are also found in Cod. L. 

66 

“Quod Gothicum testimonium haud scio an critici satis agnoverint, vel pro dignitate aestimaverint.” Mai, Nova Pcitt. Bibl. 
iv. 256. 


41 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


2. For these Versions do not so much chew what individuals held, as what Churches have 
believed and taught concerning the sacred Text,—mighty Churches in Syria and Mesopotamia, in 
Africa and Italy, in Palestine and Egypt. 



3. We may here, in fact, conveniently review the progress which has been hitherto made in this 
investigation. And in order to bar the door against dispute and cavil, let us be content to waive the 
testimony of Papias as precarious, and that of Justin Martyr as too fragmentary to be decisive. Let 
us frankly admit that the citation of Vincentius a Thibari at the vii th Carthaginian Council is 
sufficiently inexact to make it unsafe to build upon it. The “Acta Pilati” and the “Apostolical 
Constitutions,” since their date is somewhat doubtful, shall be claimed for the iv th century only, 
and not for the iii . And now, how will the evidence stand for the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s 
Gospel? 

(a) In the v th century, to which Codex A and Codex C are referred, (for Codex D is certainly 
later,) at least three famous Greeks and the most illustrious of the Latin Lathers ,—(four authorities 
in all,)—are observed to recognise these verses. 


(b) In the iv th century, (to which Codex B and Codex X probably belong, five Greek writers, 

one Syriac, and two Latin Lathers,—besides the Vulgate, Gothic and Memphitic Versions ,—(eleven 
authorities in all,)—testify to familiar acquaintance with this portion of S. Mark’s Gospel. 

rd 

(c) In the iii century, (and by this time MS. evidence has entirely forsaken us,) we find 
Hippolytus, the Curetonian Syriac, and the Thebaic Version, bearing plain testimony that at that 
early period, in at least three distinct provinces of primitive Christendom, no suspicion whatever 
attached to these verses. Lastly,— 

(d) In the find century, Irenaeus, the Peshito, and the Italic Version as plainly attest that in Gaul, 
in Mesopotamia and in the African province, the same verses were unhesitatingly received within 
a century (more or less) of the date of the inspired autograph of the Evangelist himself. 

4. Thus, we are in possession of the testimony of at least six independent witnesses, of a date 
considerably anterior to the earliest extant Codex of the Gospels. They are all of the best class. 
They deliver themselves in the most unequivocal way. And their testimony to the genuineness of 
these Verses is unfaltering. 

5. It is clear that nothing short of direct adverse evidence of the weightiest kind can sensibly 
affect so formidable an array of independent authorities as this. What must the evidence be which 
shall set it entirely aside, and induce us to believe, with the most recent editors of the inspired Text, 
that the last chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel, as it came from the hands of its inspired author, ended 
abruptly at ver. 8? 
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The grounds for assuming that his “last Twelve Verses” are spurious, shall be exhibited in the 
ensuing chapter. 



CHAPTER V. 


THE ALLEGED HOSTILE WITNESS OF CERTAIN OF THE EARLY FATHERS PROVED 

TO BE AN IMAGINATION OF THE CRITICS. 

The mistake concerning Gregory ofNyssa (p. 89 ).—The misconception concerning Eusebius (p. 

41 ).—The oversight concerning Jerome (p. 51 );—also concerning Hesychius of 
Jerusalem , (or else Severus of Antioch) (p. 57 );—and concerning Victor of Antioch (p. 
59). 

IT would naturally follow to shew that manuscript evidence confirms the evidence of the ancient 
Fathers and .of the early Versions of Scripture. But it will be more satisfactory that I should proceed 
to examine without more delay the testimony, which, (as it is alleged,) is borne by a cloud of ancient 
Fathers against the last twelve verses of S. Mark. “The absence of this portion from some, from 
many, or from most copies of his Gospel, or that it was not written by S. Mark himself,” (says Dr. 
Tregelles,) “is attested by Eusebius, Gregory of Nyasa, Victor of Antioch, Severus of Antioch, 
Jerome, and by later writers, especially Greeks 67 .” The same Fathers are appealed to by Dr. Davidson, 
who adds to the list Euthymius; and by Tischendorf and Alford, who add the name of Hesychius 
of Jerusalem. They also refer to “many ancient Scholia.” “These verses” (says Tischendorf) “are 
not recognised by the sections of Ammonius nor by the Canons of Eusebius: Epiphanius and 
Caesarius bear witness to the fact 68 .” “In the Catenae on Mark” (proceeds Davidson) “the section is 
not explained. Nor is there any trace of acquaintance with it on the part of Clement of Rome or 
Clement of Alexandria;”—a remark which others have made also; as if it were a surprising 
circumstance that Clement of Alexandria, who appears to have no reference to the last chapter of 
S. Matthew’s Gospel, should be also without any reference to the last chapter of S. Mark’s: as if, 
— IX too, it were an extraordinary, thing that Clement of Rome should have omitted to quote from the 

39 | last chapter of S. Mark,—seeing that the same Clement does not quote from S. Mark’s Gospel at 

all. . . . The alacrity displayed by learned writers in accumulating hostile evidence, is certainly 
worthy of a better cause. Strange, that their united industry should have been attended with such 


67 

Account of the Printed Text , p. 247. 

68 

Gr. Teat. p. 322. 
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very unequal success when their object was to exhibit the evidence in favour of the present portion 
of Scripture. 

(1) Eusebius then, and (2) Jerome; (3) Gregory of Nyssa and (4) Hesychius of Jerusalem; (5) 
Severus of Antioch, (6) Victor of Antioch, and (7) Euthymius:—Do the accomplished critics just 
quoted,—Doctors Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Davidson, really mean to tell us that “it is attested” 
by these seven Fathers that the concluding section of S. Mark’s Gospel “was not written by S. Mark 
himself?” Why, there is not one of them who says so: while some of them say the direct reverse. 
But let us go on. It is, I suppose, because there are Twelve Verses to be demolished that the list is 
further eked out with the names of (8) Ammonius, (9) Epiphanius, and (10) Caesarius,—to say 
nothing of (11) the anonymous authors of Catenae, and (12) “later writers, especially Greeks.” 

1.1 shall examine these witnesses one by one: but it will be convenient in the first instance to 
call attention to the evidence borne by, 


Gregory of Nyssa. 



This illustrious Father is represented as expressing himself as follows in his second “Homily 
on the Resurrection 69 :”—“In the more accurate copies, the Gospel according to Mark has its end 
at ‘for they were afraid.’ In some copies, however, this also is added,—‘Now when He was risen 
early the first day of the week, He appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom He had cast 
seven devils.’” 

That this testimony should have been so often appealed to as proceeding from Gregory of 
Nyssa 70 , is little to the credit of modern scholarship. One would have supposed that the gravity of 
the subject,—the importance of the issue,—the sacredness of Scripture, down to its minutest jot 
and tittle,—would have ensured extraordinary caution, and induced every fresh assailant of so 
considerable a portion of the Gospel to be very sure of his ground before reiterating what his 
predecessors had delivered. And yet it is evident that not one of the recent writers on the subject 
can have investigated this matter for himself. It is only due to their known ability to presume that 
had they taken ever so little pains with the foregoing quotation, they would have found out their 
mistake. 


’Ev pa/ toT<; dKptjkarepott; dvctypacpott; to Kara Maptcov evayyeXiov pcxpt too apofSouvro yap, e'xet to xeXot;. ev 5c tun 
TTpoavceiToa teat raura avacrau; 5e upon Ttpwrri aa(3(3aTWv (sic) ecpavri itpakov Mapta rfj May5aAr|vfi dtp’ rj<; eK(k(3ArjK£t enxa 
Satpovta. Opp. (ed. 1638) iii. 411 B. 

Tregelles, Printed Text , p.248, also in Horne’s Introd. iv. 434-6. So Norton, Alford, Davidson, and the rest, following 
Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz, &c. 
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rd 

(1.) For, in the first place, the second “Homily on the Resurrection” printed in the iii volume 
of the works of Gregory of Nyssa, (and which supplies the critics with their quotation,) is, as every 
one may see who will take the trouble to compare them, word for word the same Homily which 
Combefis in his “Novum Auctarium,” and Gallandius in his “Bibliotheca Patrum” printed as the 
work of Hesychius, and vindicated to that Father, respectively in 1648 and 1776 71 . Now, if a critic 
chooses to risk his own reputation by maintaining that the Homily in question is indeed by Gregory 
of Nyssa, and is not by Hesychius,—well and good. But since the Homily can have had but one 
author, it is surely high time that one of these two claimants should be altogether dropped from 
this, discussion. 

(2.) Again. Inasmuch as page after page of the same Homily is observed to reappear, word for 
word, under the name of “Severus of Antioch,” and to be unsuspiciously printed as his by 
Montfaucon in his “Bibliotheca Coisliniana” (1715), and by Cramer in his “Catena 72 ” 
(1844),—although it may very reasonably become a question among critics whether Hesychius of 
Jerusalem or Sevema of Antioch was the actual author of the Homily in question 73 , yet it is plain 
””IX that critics must make their election between the two names; and not bring them both forward. No 

41 I one, I say, has any right to go on quoting “Severus” and “Hesychius,”—as Tischendorf and Dr. 

Davidson are observed to do:—“Gregory of Nyssa” and “Severus of Antioch,”—as Dr. Tregelles 
is found to prefer. 

(3.) In short, here are three claimants for the authorship of one and the same Homily. To 
whichever of the three we assign it,—(and competent judges have declared that there are sufficient 
reasons for giving it to Hesychius rather than to Severus,—while no one is found to suppose that 
Gregory of Nyssa was its author,) —who will not admit that no further mention must be made of 
the other two? 

(4.) Let it be clearly understood, therefore, that henceforth the. name of “Gregory of Nyssa” 
must be banished from this discussion. So must the name of “Severus of Antioch.” The memorable 
passage which begins,—“In the more accurate copies, the Gospel according to Mark has its end at 
‘for they were afraid,’”—is found in a Homily which was probably written by Hesychius, presbyter 
of Jerusalem,—a writer of the vi th century. I shall have to recur to his work by-and-by. The next 
name is 


71 

Nov. Auct. 743-44.— Bibl. Vett. PP. xi. 221-6. 

72 

Bibl. Coisl. pp. 68-75.— Catena, i. 243-51. 

73 

Dionysius Syrus (i.e. the Monophysite Jacobus Bar-Salibi [see Dean Payne Smith’s Cat. ofSyrr. MSS. p. 411] who died 
A.D. 1171) in his Exposition of S. Mark’s Gospel (published at Dublin by Dudley Loftus, 1672, 4to.) seems (at p. 59) to give 
this homily to Severus.—1 have really no independent opinion on the subject. 
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Eusebius, 

II. With respect to whom the case is altogether different. What that learned Father has delivered 
concerning the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel requires to be examined with attention, and must 
be set forth much more in detail. And yet, I will so far anticipate what is about to be offered, as to 
say at once that if any one supposes that Eusebius has anywhere plainly “stated that it is wanted in 
many MSS . 74 ,'’—he is mistaken. Eusebius nowhere says so. The reader’s attention is invited to a 
plain tale. 

It was not until 1825 that the world was presented by Cardinal Angelo Mai 75 with a few 
HA fragmentary specimens of a lost work of Eusebius on the (so-called) Inconsistencies in the Gospels, 
42 I from a MS. in the Vatican 76 . These, the learned Cardinal republished more accurately in 1847, in 
his “Nova Patrum Bibliotheca 77 ;” and hither we are invariably referred by those who cite Eusebius 
as a witness against the genuineness of the concluding verses of the second Gospel. 

It is much to be regretted that we are still as little as ever in possession of the lost work of 
Eusebius. It appears to have consisted of three Books or Parts; the former two (addressed “to 
Stephanus”) being discussions of difficulties at the beginning of the Gospel,—the last (“to Marinus”) 
relating to difficulties in its concluding chapters 78 . The Author’s plan, (as usual in such works), 
was, first, to set forth a difficulty in the form of a Question; and straightway, to propose a Solution 
of it,—which commonly assumes the form of a considerable dissertation. But whether we are at 


74 

Alford, Greek Test. p. 433. 

75 

Scriptorum Vett. Nova Collectio, 4to. vol. i. pp. 1-101. 

76 

At p. 217, (ed. 1847), Mai designates it as “Codex Vat. Palat. cxx pulcherrimus, saeculi ferme x.” At p. 268, he numbers it 
rightly,—ccxx. We are there informed that the work of Eusebius extends from fol. 61 to 96 of the Codex. 

77 

Vol. iv. pp. 219-309. 


See Nova P. P. Bibliotheca, iv. 255.—That it was styled “Inquiries with their Resolutions” (Zr|rrjpara teat Auaeu;), Eusebius 
leads us to suppose by himself twice referring to it under that name, (Demonstr. Evang. lib. vii. 3: also in the Preface to Marinus, 
Mai, iv. 255:) which his abbreviator is also observed to employ (Mai, iv. 219, 255.) But I suspect that he and others so designate 
the work only from the nature of its contents; and that its actual title is correctly indicated by Jerome,— De Evangeliorum 
Diaphonia: “Edidit” (he says) “de Evangeliorum Diaphonia,” (De Scriptt. Illustt. c. 81.) Again, Atacpwvta EuayyeAttov, (Hieron. 
in Matth. i. 16.) Consider also the testimony of Latinus Latinius, given below, p. 44, note (q). ‘Indicated’ by Jerome, I say: for 
the entire title was probably, Ilept rfj<; 5otcouar|<; ev row; euayyeAtoti; k.t.A. Siacpwviou;. The Author of the Catena on S. Mark 
edited by Cramer (i. p. 266), quotes an opinion of Eusebius av rw ttpot; MapTvov ttept rfj<; 5otcouar|<; ev roti; euayyeAtoti rept 
rfj<; avaardaeux; Stacptovtat;: extracted from the same MS. by Simon, Hist. Crit. N.T. p. 89. 
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present in possession of so much as a single entire specimen of these “Inquiries and Resolutions” 
exactly as it came from the pen of Eusebius, may reasonably be doubted. That the work which Mai 
has brought to light is but a highly condensed exhibition of the original, (and scarcely that,) its very 
title shows; for it is headed,—“An abridged selection from the a Inquiries and Resolutions [of 
difficulties] in the Gospels’ by Eusebius 79 .” Only some of the original Questions, therefore, are here 
noticed at all: and even these have been subjected to so severe a process of condensation and 
abridgment, that in some instances amputation would probably be a more fitting description of 
what has taken place. Accordingly, what were originally two Books or Parts, are at present 
represented by XVI. “Inquiries,” &c., addressed “to Stephanus;” while the concluding Book or Part 
is represented by IV. more, “to Marinus,”—of which, the first relates to our Lord&#82 17 ;s appearing 
to Mary Magdalene after His Resurrection. Now, since the work which Eusebius addressed to 
Marinus is found to have contained “Inquiries, with their Resolutions, concerning our 
Saviour&#8217;s Death and Resurrection 80 ,”—while a quotation professing to be derived from 
“the thirteenth chapter” relates to Simon the Cyrenian bearing our Saviour&#8217;s Cross 81 ;—it 
is obvious that the original work must have been very considerable, and that what Mai has recovered 
gives an utterly inadequate idea of its extent and importance 82 . It is absolutely necessary that all 
this should be clearly apprehended by any one who desires to know exactly what the alleged evidence 
of Eusebius concerning the last chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel is worth,—as I will explain more fully 


79 

’EkAoyii ev auvropto etc twv auvreSevrtov utto Euaefh'ou ttpoq Erecpavov [and itpoc; MapTvov] Ttepi rtbv ev role; EuayYsAiou; 
(rirripdrwv teat Auaewv. Ibid. pp. 219, 255.—(See the plate of fac-similes facing the title of vol. i. ed. 1825.) 

80 

Euaefiioq_ev raft; ttpoq MapTvov in i raft; ttepi rou 0eiou ndGouq teat rrjc; avaataaecoq (rpirjaeai teat etcAuaeat, k.t.A. I 

quote the place from the less known Catena of Cramer, (ii. 389,) where it is assigned to Severus of Antioch: but it occurs also 
in Corderii Cat. in Joan. p. 436. (See Mai, iv. 299.) 

81 

This passage is too grand to be withheld:—Ou yap f|v a^toq tit; ev rfj JtoAet ’IouSatwv, (wq <pr|atv Euaefiioq tcetpaXatw vy' 
ttpoq MapTvov,) to Kata tou 5ia(3oAou rporaxtov tov ataupov (Jaarctaar aXX 6 O, (typoO, oq pr|5ev £jnK£Koivd>vr|K£ tfj Kata 
Xptatou ptaupovia. (Possini Cat. in Marcum , p. 343.) 

82 

Mai, iv. p. 299.—The Catenae, inasmuch as their compilers are observed to have been very curious in such questions, are 
evidently full of disjecta membra of the work. These are recognisable for the most part by their form; but sometimes they actually 
retain the name of their author. Accordingly, Catenae have furnished Mai with a considerable body of additional materials; which 
(as far as a MS. Catena of Nicetas on S. Luke, [Cod. A. sen Vat. 1611,] enabled him,) he has edited with considerable industry; 
throwing them into a kind of Supplement. (Vol. iv. pp. 268-282, and pp. 283-298.) It is only surprising that with the stores at 
his command, Mai has not contrived to enlighten us a little more on this curious subject. It would not be difficult to indicate 
sundry passages which he has overlooked. Neither indeed can it be denied that the learned Cardinal has executed his task in a 
somewhat slovenly manner. He does not seem to, have noticed that what he quotes at pp.357-8—262—283—295, is to be found 
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by-and-by. Let it, however, be candidly admitted that there seems to be no reason for supposing 
that whenever the lost work of Eusebius comes to light, (and it has been seen within about 300 

years 83 ) it will exhibit anything essentially different from what is contained in the famous passage 

which has given rise to so much debate, and which may be exhibited in English as follows. It is 
put in the form of a reply to one “Marinus,” who is represented as asking, first, the following 
question:— 

“How is it, that, according to Matthew [xxviii. 1], the Saviour appears to have risen in the end 
of the Sabbath;’ but, according to Mark [xvi. 9], ‘early the first day of the week’?”—Eusebius 
answers, 

“This difficulty admits of a twofold solution. He who is for getting rid of the entire passage 84 , 
— will say that it is not met with in all the copies of Mark’s Gospel: the accurate copies, at all events, 

45 I making the end of Mark’s narrative come after the words of the young man who appeared to the 

women and said, ‘Fear not ye! Ye seek Jesus of Nazareth,’ &c.: to which the Evangelist adds,—‘And 
when they heard it, they fled, and said nothing to any man, for they were afraid.’ For at those words, 
in almost all copies of the Gospel according to Mark, comes the end. What follows, (which is met 
with seldom, [and only] in some copies, certainly not in all,) might be dispensed with; especially 


in the Catena of Corderius at pp. 448-9—449—450—457.—He quotes (p. 300) from an unedited Homily of John Xiphilinus, 
(Cod. Vat. p. 160.) what he might have found in Possinus; and in Cramer too, (p. 446.) He was evidently unacquainted with 
Cramer’s work, though it had been published 3 (if not 7) years before his own,—else, at p. 299, instead of quoting Simon, he 
would have quoted Cramer’s Catence , i. 266.—It was in his power to solve his own shrewd doubt, (at p. 299,—concerning the 
text of a passage in Possinus, p. 343,) seeing that the Catena which Possinus published was transcribed by Corderius from a MS. 
in the Vatican. (Possini Prcefat. p. ii.) In the Vatican, too, he might have found the fragment he quotes (p. 300) from p. 364 of 
the Catena of Possinus. In countless places he might, by such references, have improved his often manifestly faulty text. 

83 

Mai quotes the following from Latinus Latinius (Opp. ii. 116.) to Andreas Masius. Sirletus (Cardinalis) “scire te vult in 
Sicilia inventos esse . . . libros tres Eusebii Caesariensis de Evangetiorum Diaphonia, qui ut ipse sperat brevi in lucent prodibunt.” 
The letter is dated 1663. 

I suspect that when the original of this work is recovered, it will be found that Eusebius digested his “Questions” under 
heads-, e.g. ttept rou racpou, Kat rfjt; SoKOuaqi; Stacpwvtat; (p. 264): ttept rfjq SoKOuaqq ttept rfjt; dvaardaeux; Stacpwvtat;. (p. 299.) 

84 

I translate according to the sense,—the text being manifestly corrupt. Tf|v rouro cpdaKOuaav iteptKOtttjv is probably a gloss, 
explanatory of to tcecpaXatov auro. In strictness, the KecpaXatov begins at ch. xv. 42, and extends to the end of the Gospel. There 
are 48 such tcecpdAoua in S. Mark. But this term was often loosely employed by the Greek Fathers, (as “capitulum” by the Latins,) 
to denote a passage of Scripture, and it is evidently so used here. IleptKOitrjv, on the contrary, in this place seems to have its true 
technical meaning, and to denote the liturgical section , or “lesson.” 
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if it should prove to contradict the record of the other Evangelists. This, then, is what a person will 
say who is for evading and entirely getting rid of a gratuitous problem. 

“But another, on no account daring to reject anything whatever which is, under whatever 
circumstances, met with in the text of the Gospels, will say that here are two readings, (as is so 
often the case elsewhere;) and that both are to be received,—inasmuch as by the faithful and pious, 
this reading is not held to be genuine rather than that; nor that than this.” 

It will be best to exhibit the whole of what Eusebius has written on this subject,—as far as we 
are permitted to know it,—continuously. He proceeds:— 

“Well then, allowing this piece to be really genuine, our business is to interpret the sense of the 
passage 85 . And certainly, if I divide the meaning into two, we shall find that it is not opposed to 
what Matthew says of our Saviour&#8217;s having risen ‘in the end of the Sabbath.’ For Mark’s 
expression, (‘Now when He was risen early the first day of the week,’) we shall read with a pause, 
HA putting a comma after Now when He was risen,’ —the sense of the words which follow being kept 

46 | separate. Thereby, we shall refer [Mark’s] ‘when He was risen’ to Matthew’s ‘in the end of the 

Sabbath,’ (for it was then that He rose); and all that comes after, expressive as it is of a distinct 
notion, we shall connect with what follows; (for it was ‘early, the first day of the week,’ that ‘He 
appeared to Mary Magdalene.') This is in fact what John also declares; for he too has recorded 
that ‘early,’ ‘the first day of the week,’ [Jesus] appeared to the Magdalene. Thus then Mark also 
says that He appeared to her early: not that He rose early, but long before, (according to that of 
Matthew, ‘in the end of the Sabbath:’ for though He rose then, He did not appear to Mary then, 
but ‘early.’) In a word, two distinct seasons are set before us by these words: first, the season of 
the Resurrection,—which was ‘in the end of the Sabbath? secondly, the season of our 
Saviour&#8217;s Appearing,—which was ‘early.’ The former 86 , Mark writes of when he says, (it 
requires to be read with a pause,)—‘Now, when He was risen.’ Then, after a comma, what follows 
is to be spoken,—‘Early, the first day of the week, He appeared to Mary Magdalene, out of whom 
He had cast seven devils 87 ”’—Such is the entire passage. Little did the learned writer anticipate 
what bitter fruit his words were destined to bear! 

1. Let it be freely admitted that what precedes is calculated at first sight to occasion nothing 
but surprise and perplexity. For, in the first place, there really is no problem to solve. The discrepancy 


85 


’AvaYvwapa (like TteptKOTtrj, spoken of in the foregoing note,) seems to be here used in its technical sense, and to designate 


the liturgical section, or "lectio.” See Suicer, in voce. 


86 

The text of Eusebius seems to have experienced some disarrangement and depravation here. 

87 

Mai, Bibl. P.P. Nova, iv. 255-7. For purposes of reference, the original of this passage is given in the Appendix (B). 


49 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 




suggested by “Marinus” at the outset, is plainly imaginary, the result (chiefly) of a strange 
misconception of the meaning of the Evangelist’s Greek,—as in fact no one was ever better aware 
than Eusebius himself. “These places of the Gospels would never have occasioned any difficulty,’’ 
he writes in the very next page, (but it is the commencement of his reply to the second question of 
Marinus,)—“if people would but abstain from assuming that Matthew’s phrase (o\jj£ aa(3(3cn:a)v) 
refers to the evening of the Sabbath-day: whereas, (in conformity with the established idiom of the 
language,) it obviously refers to an advanced period of the ensuing night 88 .” He proceeds:—“The 
self-same moment therefore, or very nearly the self-same, is intended by the Evangelists, only under 
different names: and there is no discrepancy whatever between Matthew’s,—‘in the end of the 
Sabbath, as it began to dawn toward the first day of the week,’ and John’s—‘The first day of the 
week cometh Mary Magdalen early, when it was yet dark.’ The Evangelists indicate by different 
expressions one and the same moment of time, but in a broad and general way.” And yet, if Eusebius 
knew all this so well, why did he not say so at once, and close the discussion? I really cannot tell; 
except on one hypothesis,—which, although at first it may sound somewhat extraordinary, the more 
I think of the matter, recommends itself to my acceptance the more. I suspect, then, that the 
discussion we have just been listening to, is, essentially, not an original production : but that 
Eusebius, having met with the suggestion in some older writer, (in Origen probably,) reproduced 
it in language of his own,—doubtless because he thought it ingenious and interesting, but not by 
any means because he regarded it as true. Except on some such theory, I am utterly unable to 
understand how Eusebius can have written so inconsistently. His admirable remarks just quoted, 
are obviously a full and sufficient answer,—the proper answer in fact,—to the proposed difficulty: 
and it is a memorable circumstance that the ancients generally were so sensible of this, that they 
are found to have invariably 89 substituted what Eusebius wrote in reply to the second question of 
Marinus for what he wrote in reply to the first ; in other words, for the dissertation which is 
occasioning us all this difficulty. 


2. But next, even had the discrepancy been real, the remedy for it which is here proposed, and 
which is advocated with such tedious emphasis, would probably prove satisfactory to no one. In 


88 

Mai, iv. 257. So far, I have given the substance only of what Eusebius delivers with wearisome prolixity. It follows,—wore 
rov aurov axeSov voaaSai Katpov, rj rov acpoSpa eyY'k- tiapa rote; EuaYYAtaratp Statpopoti; ovopaat r£rqpqp£vov. pqSev t£ 
5ta<p£p£tv MarOatov tpqtcora “ovJ>£—ratpov” [xxviii. 1.] ’Itoavvou cprjaavrot; “rfj 5 e pta—£tt ouaqp atcortap.” [xx. 1.] ttAoctukc oq 
Yap £va teat rov aurov SqAouat xpovov Statpopou; prjpaat.—For the principal words in the text, see the Appendix (B) ad fin. 

89 

I allude to the following places:—Combefis, Novem Auctarium , col. 780.—Cod. Mosq. 138, (printed by Matthaei, Anectt. 
Grcec. 62.)—also Cod. Mosq. 139, (see N.T. ix. 223-4.)—Cod. Coislin. 195 fol. 165.—Cod. Coislin. 23, (published by Cramer, 
Catt. 251.)—Cod. Bodl. ol. Meermau Auct. T. i. 4 ,foI. 169.—Cod. Bodl. Laud. Gr. S3, fol. 79.—Any one desirous of knowing 
more on this subject will do well to begin by reading Simon Hist. Crit. du N.T. p. 89. See Mai’s foot-note, iv. p. 257. 
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fact, the entire method advocated in the foregoing passage is hopelessly vicious. The writer begins 
by advancing statements which, if he believed them to be true, he must have known are absolutely 
fatal to the verses in question. This done, he sets about discussing the possibility of reconciling an 
isolated expression in S. Mark’s Gospel with another in S. Matthew’s: just as if on that depended 
the genuineness or spuriousness of the entire context: as if, in short, the major premiss in the 
discussion were some such postulate as the following:—“Whatever in one Gospel cannot be proved 
to be entirely consistent with something in another Gospel, is not to be regarded as genuine.” Did 
then the learned Archbishop of Caesarea really suppose that a comma judiciously thrown into the 
empty scale might at any time suffice to restore the equilibrium, and even counterbalance the 
adverse testimony of almost every MS. of the Gospels extant F Why does he not at least deny the 
truth of the alleged facts to which lie began by giving currency, if not approval; and which, so long 
as they are allowed to stand uncontradicted, render all further argumentation on the subject simply 
nugatory P As before, I really cannot tell,—except on the hypothesis which has been already 
hazarded. 

3. Note also, (for this is not the least extraordinary feature of the case,) what vague and random 
statements those are which we have been listening to. The entire section (S. Mark xvi. 9-20,) “is 

~IX not met with in all the copies:” at all events not “in the accurate ” ones. Nay, it is “ met with seldom.” 

49 I In fact, it is absent from “almost all” copies. But,—Which of these four statements is to stand P 
The first is comparatively unimportant. Not so the second. The last two, on the contrary, would be 
absolutely fatal,—if trustworthy? But are they trustworthy? 

To this question only one answer can be returned. The exaggeration is so gross that it refutes 
itself. Had it been merely asserted that the verses in question were wanting in many of the 
copies,—even had it been insisted that the best copies were without them,—well and good: but to 
assert that, in the beginning of the fourth century, from “ almost all” copies of the Gospels they 
were away,—is palpably untrue. What had become then of the MSS. from which the Syriac, the 
Latin, cdl the ancient Versions were made? How is the contradictory evidence of every copy of the 
Gospels in existence but two to be accounted for? With Irenaeus and Hippolytus, with the old Latin 
and the Vulgate, with the Syriac, and the Gothic, and the Egyptian versions to refer to, we are able 
to assert that the author of such a statement was guilty of monstrous exaggeration. We are reminded 
of the loose and random way in which the Fathers,—(giants in Interpretation, but very children in 
the Science of Textual Criticism,)—are sometimes observed to speak about the state of the Text in 
their days. We are reminded, for instance, of the confident assertion of an ancient Critic that the 
true reading in S. Luke xxiv. 13 is not “three-score” but “an hundred and three-score;” for that so 
“the accurate copies” used to read the place, besides Origen and Eusebius. And yet (as I have 
elsewhere explained) the reading ekcxtov real e^rjKOVca is altogether impossible. “Apud nos mixta 
sunt omnia,” is Jerome’s way of adverting to an evil which, serious as it was, was yet not nearly 
so great as he represents; viz. the unauthorized introduction into one Gospel of what belongs of 
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right to another. And so in a multitude of other instances. The Fathers are, in fact, constantly 
observed to make critical remarks about the ancient copies which simply cannot be correct. 

And yet the author of the exaggeration under review, be it observed, is clearly not Eusebius. It 
is evident that he has nothing to say against the genuineness of the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel. 
Those random statements about the copies with which he began, do not even purport to express his 
own sentiments. Nay, Eusebius in a manner repudiates them; for he introduces them with a phrase 
which separates them from himself: and, “This then is what a person will say,”—is the remark with 
which he finally dismisses them. It would, in fact, be to make this learned Father stultify himself 
to suppose that he proceeds gravely to discuss a portion of Scripture which he had already 
deliberately rejected as spurious. But, indeed, the evidence before us effectually precludes any such 
supposition. “Here are two readings,” he says, “(as is so often the case elsewhere:) both of which 
are to be received,—inasmuch as by the faithful and pious, this reading is not held to be genuine 
rather than that, nor that than this.” And thus we seem to be presented with the actual opinion of 
Eusebius, as far as it can be ascertained from the present passage,—if indeed he is to be thought 
here to offer any personal opinion on the subject at all; which, for my own part, I entirely doubt. 
But whether we are at liberty to infer the actual sentiments of this Father from anything here 
delivered or not, quite certain at least is it that to print only the first half of the passage, (as 
Tischendorf and Tregelles have done,) and then to give the reader to understand that he is reading 
the adverse testimony of Eusebius as to the genuineness of the end of S. Mark’s Gospel, is nothing 
else but to misrepresent the facts of the case; and, however unintentionally, to deceive those who 
are unable to verify the quotation for themselves. 

It has been urged indeed that Eusebius cannot have recognised the verses in question as genuine, 
because a scholium purporting to be his has been cited by Matthaei from a Catena at Moscow, in 
which he appears to assert that “according to Mark,” our Saviour “is not recorded to have appeared 
to His Disciples after His Resurrection:” whereas in S. Mark xvi. 14 it is plainly recorded that 
“Afterwards He appeared unto the Eleven as they sat at meat.” May I be permitted to declare that 
I am distrustful of the proposed inference, and shall continue to feel so, until I know something 
51 | more about the scholium in question? Up to the time when this page is printed I have not succeeded 
in obtaining from Moscow the details I wish for: but they must be already on the way, and I propose 
to embody the result in a “Postscript” which shall form the last page of the Appendix to the present 
volume. 

Are we then to suppose that there was no substratum of truth in the allegations to which Eusebius 
gives such prominence in the passage under discussion? By no means. The mutilated state of S. 
Mark’s Gospel in the Vatican Codex (B) and especially in the Sinaitic Codex () sufficiently 
establishes the contrary. Let it be freely conceded, (but in fact it has been freely conceded already,) 
that there must have existed in the time of Eusebius many copies of S. Mark’s Gospel which were 
without the twelve concluding verses. I do but insist that there is nothing whatever in that 
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circumstance to lead us to entertain one serious doubt as to the genuineness of these verses. I am 
but concerned to maintain that there is nothing whatever in the evidence which has hitherto come 
before us,—certainly not in the evidence of Eusebius ,—to induce us to believe that they are a 
spurious addition to S. Mark’s Gospel. 

III. We have next to consider what 


Jerome 


has delivered on this subject. So great a name must needs command attention in any question of 
Textual Criticism: and it is commonly pretended that Jerome pronounces emphatically against the 
genuineness of the last twelve verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark. A little attention to the 
actual testimony borne by this Father will, it is thought, suffice to exhibit it in a wholly unexpected 
light; and induce us to form an entirely different estimate of its practical bearing upon the present 
discussion. 



It will be convenient that I should premise that it is in one of his many exegetical Epistles that 
Jerome discusses this matter. A lady named Hedibia, inhabiting the furthest extremity of Gaul, and 
known to Jerome only by the ardour of her piety, had sent to prove him with hard questions. He 
resolves her difficulties from Bethlehem 90 : and I may be allowed to remind the reader of what is 
found to have been Jerome’s practice on similar occasions,—which, to judge from his writings, 
were of constant occurrence. In fact, Apodemius, who brought Jerome the Twelve problems from 
Hedibia, brought him Eleven more from a noble neighbour of hers, Algasia 91 . Once, when a single 
messenger had conveyed to him out of the African province a quantity of similar interrogatories, 
Jerome sent two Egyptian monks the following account of how he had proceeded in respect of the 
inquiry,—(it concerned 1 Cor. xv. 51,)—which they had addressed to him:—“Being pressed for 
time, I have presented you with the opinions of all the Commentators; for the most part, translating 
their very words; in order both to get rid of your question, and to put you in possession of ancient 
authorities on the subject.” This learned Father does not even profess to have been in the habit of 
delivering his own opinions, or speaking his own sentiments on such occasions. “This has been 
hastily dictated,” he says in conclusion,—(alluding to his constant practice, which was to dictate, 
rather than to write,)—“in order that I might lay before you what have been the opinions of learned 
men on this subject, as well as the arguments by which they have recommended their opinions. My 
own authority, (who am but nothing,) is vastly inferior to that of our predecessors in the Lord.” 
Then, after special commendation of the learning of Origen and Eusebius, and the valuable Scriptural 
expositions of many more, “My plan,” (he says,) “is to read the ancients; to prove all things, to 
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Ep. cxx. Opera, (ed. Vallars.) vol. i. pp. 811-43. 

91 

Ibid. p. 844. 
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hold fast that which is good; and to abide stedfast in the faith of the Catholic Church.—I must now 
dictate replies, either original or at second-hand, to other Questions which lie before me 92 .” We are 
not surprised, after this straightforward avowal of what was the method on such occasions with 
— IX this learned Father, to discover that, instead of hearing Jerome addressing Hedibia ,—(who had 

53 | interrogated him concerning the very problem which is at present engaging our attention,)—we 
find ourselves only listening to Eusebius over again, addressing Marinus. 

“This difficulty admits of a two-fold solution,” Jerome begins as if determined that no doubt 
shall be entertained as to the source of his inspiration. Then, (making short work of the tedious 
disquisition of Eusebius,)—“Either we shall reject the testimony of Mark, which is met with in 
scarcely any copies of the Gospel,—almost all the Greek codices being without this 
passage:—(especially since it seems to narrate what contradicts the other Gospels:)—or else, we 
shall reply that both Evangelists state what is true: Matthew, when he says that our LORD rose 
‘late in the week:’ Mark,—when he says that Mary Magdalene saw Him ‘early, the first day of the 
week.’ For the passage must be thus pointed,—‘When He was risen:’ and presently, after a pause, 
must be added,—‘Early, the first day of the week, He appeared to Mary Magdalene.’ He therefore 
who had risen late in the week, according to Matthew,—Himself, early the first day of the week, 
according to Mark, appeared to Mary Magdalene. And this is what John also means, shewing that 
it was early on the next day that He appeared.”—To understand how faithfully in what precedes 
Jerome treads in the footsteps of Eusebius, it is absolutely necessary to set the Latin of the one over 
against the Greek of the other, and to compare them. In order to facilitate this operation, I have 
subjoined both originals at foot of the page: from which it will be apparent that Jerome is here not 
so much adopting the sentiments of Eusebius as simply translating his words 93 . 


92 

Ibid. p. 798-810. See especially pp. 794, 809, 810. 

93 

“Hujus quaestionis duplex solutio est. [Tourou StTTq av etq q Auau;.] Aut enim non recipimus Marci testimonium, quod in 
raris fertur [atiaviux; ev rtat cpepopeva] Evangeliis, omnibus Graeciae libris pene hoc capitulum [to xecpaAatov auTo] in fine non 
habentibus; [ev toutw yap axsSov ev atiaat toTi; avTiypacpott; too koct& Maptcov euayyeAtou tiepiyeypaJiTai to TeAoq]; praesertim 
cum diversa atque contraria Evangelistis ceteris narrare videntur [pdAicrax ettiep exotev dvnAoyiav Trj twv Aouitov euayyeAtaTtov 
papTupta.] Aut hoc respondendum, quod uterque verum dixerit [etcaTepav tiapaSeKreav utidpxetv ... auyxwpoupevou etvat 
aAqOout;.] Matthaeus, quando Dominus surrexerit vespere sabbati: Marcus autem, quando turn viderit Maria Magdalena, id est, 
mane prima sabbati. Ita enim distinguendum est, Cum autem resurrexisset: [peed StaaToAfjt; dvayvcoareov ’Avacrau; 5e:] et, 
parumper, spiritu coarctato inferendum, Prima sabbati mane apparuit Mariae Magdalenae: [eira utioaTt(avTe<; pqeeov, npun Trj 
pta Ttbv aa(3(3dTtov ecpavq Mapta Trj MaySaAqvjj.] Ut qui vespere sabbati, juxta Matthaeum surrexerat, [tiapa tu> MaT0odw, ovJ>e 
aa(3|3dTU)v Tore yap eyrjyepTO.] ipse mane prima sabbati, juxta Marcum, apparuerit Mariae Magdalenae. [upon yap Trj pta too 
aa(3(3aTOU ecpdvq Mapta Trj MaySaAqvjj.] Quod quidem et Joannes Evangelista significat, mane Eum alterius diei visum esse 
demonstrans.” [touto youv eSqAtoae teat 6 ’Iwavvqt; tipcat teat auTOt; Ttj pta too aa(3(3aTOu wcpOat auTOv papTuprjcai;.] 
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This, however, is not by any means the strangest feature of the case. That Jerome should have 
availed himself ever so freely of the materials which he found ready to his hand in the pages of 
Eusebius cannot be regarded as at all extraordinary, after what we have just heard from himself of 
his customary method of proceeding. It would of course have suggested the gravest doubts as to 
whether we were here listening to the personal sentiment of this Father, or not; but that would have 
been all. What are we to think, however, of the fact that Hedibia’s question to Jerome proves on 
inspection to be nothing more than a translation of the very question which Marinus had long before 
addressed to Eusebius? We read on, perplexed at the coincidence; and speedily make the notable 
discovery that her next question, and her next, are also translations word for word of the next two 
of Marinus. For the proof of this statement the reader is again referred to the foot of the page 94 . It 
is at least decisive: and the fact, which admits of only one explanation, can be attended by only one 
practical result. It of course shelves the whole question as far as the evidence of Jerome is concerned. 

55 I Whether Hedibia was an actual personage or not, let those decide who have considered more 
attentively than it has ever fallen in my way to do that curious problem,—What was the ancient 
notion of the allowable in Fiction? That different ideas have prevailed in different ages of the world 
as to where fiction ends and fabrication begins;—that widely discrepant views are entertained on 
the subject even in our own age;—all must be aware. I decline to investigate the problem on the 
present occasion. I do but claim to have established beyond the possibility of doubt or cavil that 
what we are here presented with is not the testimony of Jerome at all. It is evident that this learned 
Father amused himself with translating for the benefit of his Fatin readers a part of the (lost) work 



For the Latin of the above, see Hieronymi Opera, (ed. Vallars.) vol. i. p. 819: for the Greek, with its context, see Appendix 
(B). 
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ripwrat; to itptOTOv,—flax; Ttapa p£v tu> MarSaiw ovJje ita(3(3dTtov cpatverat syeyeppevoc; 6 Ewrrjp, itapa 5e tu> Maptcto upon 
rrj pta tu>v aa(3(3aTtov; [Eusebius ad Marinum, (Mai, iv. 255.)] 

Primum quaeris,—Cur Matthaeus dixerit, vespere autem Sabbati illucescente in una Sabbate Dominum resurrexisse; et 
Marcus mane resurrectionem ejus factam esse commemorat. [Hieronymus ad Hedibiam, (Opp. i. 818-9.)] 

Ilw<;, Kara tov MarSaTov, otJte aa(3(3aTtov f| MaySaAqvri T£0£ap£vq Ttjv dvdaraatv, Kara tov ’Itoavvqv f| aurrj £aTW<;a 
tcAaia ttapa tu> pvripatp rfj pta too aa(3(3drou. [Ut supra , p. 257.] 

Quomodo, juxta Matthaeum, vespere Sabbati, Maria Magdalene vidit Dominum resurgentem; et Joannes Evangelista refert 
earn mane una sabbati juxta sepulcrum flere? [Ut supra, p. 819.] 

ndiq, Kara tov MaT0aTov, otpe aa(3(3dTO>v f| May5aAqvf| p£Ta Trjq dAAqc; Maptat; at()ap£vq twv ttoSwv too ItOTfjpoc;, f| aikt) 
Tipcat Tfj pta too aa(3(3aTOu atcoua prj pou Stitou, koto tov ’Iwdvvqv. [Ut supra, p. 262.] 

Quomodo, juxta Matthaeum, Maria Magdalene vespere Sabbati cum altera Maria advoluta sit pedibus Salvatoris; cum, 
secundum Joannem, audierit a Domino, Noli me tangere. [Ut supra, p. 821.] 
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of Eusebius; (which, by the way, he is found to have possessed in the same abridged form in which 
it has come down to ourselves:)—and he seems to have regarded it as allowable to attribute to 
“Hedibia” the problems which he there met with. (He may perhaps have known that Eusebius before 
him had attributed them, with just as little reason, to “Marinus.”) In that age, for aught that appears 
to the contrary, it may have been regarded as a graceful compliment to address solutions of Scripture 
difficulties to persons of distinction, who possibly had never heard of those difficulties before; and 
even to represent the Interrogatories which suggested them as originating with themselves. I offer 
this only in the way of suggestion, and am not concerned to defend it. The only point I am concerned 
to establish is that Jerome is here a translator, not an original author: in other words, that it is 
Eusebius who here speaks, and not Jerome. For a critic to pretend that it is in any sense the testimony 
— IX of Jerome which we are here presented with; that Jerome is one of those Fathers “who, even though 

56 | they copied from their predecessors, were yet competent to transmit the record of a fact 95 ,”—is 
entirely to misunderstand the case. The man who translates,—not adopts, but translates,—the 
problem as well as its solution: who deliberately asserts that it emanated from a Lady inhabiting 
the furthest extremity of Gaul, who nevertheless was demonstrably not its author: who goes on to 
propose as hers question after question verbatim as he found them written in the pages of Eusebius; 
and then resolves them one by one in the very language of the same Father :—such a writer has 
clearly conducted us into a region where his individual responsibility quite disappears from sight. 
We must hear no more about Jerome, therefore, as a witness against the genuineness of the 
concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel. 

On the contrary. Proof is at hand that Jerome held these verses to be genuine. The proper 
evidence of this is supplied by the fact that he gave them a place in his revision of the old Latin 
version of the Scriptures. If he had been indeed persuaded of their absence from “ almost all the 
Greek codices ,” does any one imagine that he would have suffered them to stand in the Vulgate? 
If he had met with them in “ scarcely any copies of the Gospel ,”—do men really suppose that he 
would yet have retained them? To believe this would, again, be to forget what was the known 
practice of this Father; who, because he found the expression “without a cause” (dvcq,—S. Matth. 
v. 22,) only “in certain of his codices,” but not “in the true ones,” omitted it from the Vulgate. 
Because, however, he read “righteousness” (where we read “alms”) in S. Matth. vi. 1, he exhibits 
“justitiam” in his revision of the old Latin version. On the other hand, though he knew of MSS. (as 
he expressly relates) which read “works” for “children” (epyoov for tekvoov) in S. Matth. xi. 19, he 
does not admit that (manifestly corrupt) reading,—which, however, is found both in the Codex 
Vaticanus and the Codex Sinaiticus. Let this suffice. I forbear to press the matter further. It is an 
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Tregelles, Printed Text , p. 247. 
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additional proof that Jerome accepted the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel that he actually quotes 
— l\ it, and on more than one occasion: but to prove this, is to prove more than is here required 96 .1 am 

57 I concerned only to demolish the assertion of Tischendorf, and Tregelles, and Alford, and Davidson, 
and so many more, concerning the testimony of Jerome; and I have demolished it. I pass on, claiming 
to have shewn that the name of Jerome as an adverse witness must never again appear in this 
discussion. 


IV. and V. But now, while the remarks of Eusebius are yet fresh in the memory, the reader is 
invited to recal for a moment what the author of the “Homily on the Resurrection,” contained in 
the works of Gregory of Nyssa (above, p. 39), has delivered on the same subject. It will be 
remembered that we saw reason for suspecting that not 

Severus of Antioch, but 
Hesychius of Jerusalem 

(both of them writers of the vi th century,) has the better claim to the authorship of the Homily in 
question 97 ,—which, however, cannot at all events be assigned to the illustrious Bishop of Nyssa, 
the brother of Basil the Great. “In the more accurate copies,” (says this writer,) “the Gospel according 
to Mark has its end at ‘for they were afraid.’ In some copies, however, this also is added,—‘Now 
when He was risen early the first day of the week, He appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of 
whom He had cast seven devils.’ This, however, seems to contradict to some extent what we before 
delivered; for since it happens that the hour of the night when our Saviour rose is not known, how 
does it come to be here written that He rose ‘early?’ But the saying will prove to be no ways 
contradictory, if we read with skill. We must be careful intelligently to introduce a comma after, 
‘Now when He was risen:’ and then to proceed,—‘Early in the Sabbath He appeared first to Mary 
Magdalene:’ in order that ‘when He was risen’ may refer (in conformity with what Matthew says) 
to the foregoing season; while ‘early’ is connected with the appearance to Mary.” 98 —I presume it 
would be to abuse a reader’s patience to offer any remarks on all this. If a careful perusal of the 
foregoing passage does not convince him that Hesychius is here only reproducing what he had, 
— read in Eusebius, nothing that I can say will .persuade him of the fact. The words indeed are by no 
58 | means the same; but the sense is altogether identical. He seems to have also known the work of 
Victor of Antioch. However, to remove all doubt from the reader’s mind that the work of Eusebius 
was in the hands of Hesychius while he wrote, I have printed in two parallel columns and transferred 
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See above, p. 28. 
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See above, p. 40-1. 

98 

See the Appendix (C) § 2. 
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to the Appendix what must needs be conclusive"; for it will be seen that the terms are only not 
identical in which Eusebius and Hesychius discuss that favourite problem with the ancients,—the 
consistency of S. Matthew’s oijie roov aa(3(3atoov with the irpoj'i' of S. Mark. 

It is, however, only needful to read through the Homily in question to see that it is an attempt 
to weave into one piece a quantity of foreign and incongruous materials. It is in fact not a Homily 
at all, (though it has been thrown into that form;) but a Dissertation,—into which, Hesychius, (who 
is known to have been very curious in questions of that kind 100 ,) is observed to introduce solutions 
of most of those famous difficulties which cluster round the sepulchre of the world’s Redeemer on 
the morning of the first Easter Day 101 ; and which the ancients seem to have delighted in 
discussing,—as, the number of the Marys who visited the sepulchre; the angelic appearances on 
the morning of the Resurrection; and above all the seeming discrepancy, already adverted to, in 
the Evangelical notices of the time at which our Lord rose from the dead. .1 need not enter more 
particularly into an examination of this (so-called) ‘Homily’: but I must not dismiss it without 
pointing out that its author at all events cannot be thought to have repudiated the concluding verses 
HA of S. Mark: for at the end of his discourse, he quotes the 19th verse entire, without hesitation, in 
59 | confirmation of one of his statements, and declares that the words are written by S. Mark 102 . 

I shall not be thought unreasonable, therefore, if I contend that Hesychius is no longer to be 
cited as a witness in this behalf: if I point out that it is entirely to misunderstand and misrepresent 
the case to quote a passing allusion of his to what Eusebius had long before delivered on the same 
subject , as if it exhibited his own individual teaching. It is demonstrable 103 that he is not bearing 
testimony to the condition of the MSS. of S. Mark’s Gospel in his own ago: neither, indeed, is he 
bearing testimony at all. He is simply amusing himself, (in what is found to have been his favourite 
way,) with reconciling an apparent discrepancy in the Gospels; and he does it by adopting certain 


99 

See the Appendix (C) § 1.—For the statement in line 5, see § 2. 
too 

In the Eccl. Graec. Monumenta of Cotelerius, (iii. 1-53.) may be seen the discussion of 60 problems, headed,—EuvaywYn 
dmopttov Kat einAuaetov, etcAe/eTaa ev eturopfi ex rrj<; £uaYY£AKfj<; oupcptoviaa too &yiou 'Hauxtou Ttpea(3urepou 'IepoaoAuptov. 
From this it appears that Hesychius, following the example of Eusebius, wrote a work on “Gospel Harmony,”—of which nothing 
but an abridgment has come down to us. 
tot 

He says that he writes,—npo<; r^v rou uitOKetpevou itpo(3Arjparo<; Auatv, kou rwv aAAwv rwv Kara Tiqv e^eraatv rwv pr|rwv 
d9va<puopevwv (rirfjaetov, k.t.A. Greg. Nyss. Opp. iii. 400 C. 

102 

opoiax; 5e Kat to raxpa tw MapK Y e YP a FF£ v ov 0 pA ouv Kupooq, k.t.A. Greg. Nyss. Opp. iii. 415 D.—See above, p. 29, 
note (g). 

103 

See below, chap. X. 
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remarks of Eusebius. Living so late as the vi th century; conspicuous neither for his judgment nor 
his learning; a copyist only, so far as his remarks on the last verses of S. Mark’s Gospel are 
concerned;—this writer does not really deserve the space and attention we have been compelled 
to bestow upon him. 

VI. We may conclude, by inquiring for the evidence borne by 

Victor of Antioch. 

And from the familiar style in which this Father’s name is always introduced into the present 
discussion, no less than from the invariable practice of assigning to him the date “A.D. 401,” it 
might be supposed that “Victor of Antioch” is a well-known personage. Yet is there scarcely a 
Commentator of antiquity about whom less is certainly known. Clinton (who enumerates cccxxii 
“Ecclesiastical Authors” from A.D. 70 to A.D. 685 104 ) does not even record his name. The recent 
“Dictionary of Greek and Roman Biography” is just as silent concerning him. Cramer (his latest 
editor) calls his very existence in question; proposing to attribute his Commentary on S. Mark to 
— IX Cyril of Alexandria 105 . Not to delay the reader needlessly,—Victor of Antioch is an interesting and 

60 I unjustly neglected Father of the Church; whose date,—(inasmuch as he apparently quotes sometimes 

from Cyril of Alexandria who died A.D. 444, and yet seems to have written soon after the death 
of Chrysostom, which took place A.D. 407), may be assigned to the first half of the fifth 
century,—suppose A.D. 425-450. And in citing him I shall always refer to the best (and most easily 
accessible) edition of his work,—that of Cramer (1840) in the first volume of his “Catenae.” 

But a far graver charge is behind. From the confident air in which Victor’s authority is appealed 
to by those who deem the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel spurious, it would of course be 
inferred that his evidence is hostile to the verses in question; whereas his evidence to their 
genuineness is the most emphatic and extraordinary on record. Dr. Tregelles asserts that “his 
testimony to the absence of these twelve verses from some or many copies, stands in contrast to 
his own opinion on the subject” But Victor delivers no “opinion:” and his “testimony” is the direct 
reverse of what Dr. Tregelles asserts it to be. This learned and respected critic has strangely 
misapprehended the evidence 106 . 


104 

Fasti Romani, vol. ii. Appendix viii. pp. 395-495. 

105 

Vol. i. Praefat. p. xxviii. See below, note (p). 

106 

“Victor Antiochenus” (writes Dr. Tregelles in his N. T. vol. i. p. 214.) “dicit on v£vo0£UTai to irapa MapKO) TsAsuTaiov 
ev not cp£pop£vov.” 
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I must needs be brief in this place. I shall therefore confine myself to those facts concerning 
“Victor of Antioch,” or rather concerning his work, which are necessary for the purpose in hand 107 . 

Now, his Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel,—as all must see who will be at the pains to examine 
it, is to a great extent a compilation. The same thing may be said, no doubt, to some extent, of 
almost every ancient Commentary in existence. But I mean, concerning this particular work, that 
"IN it proves to have been the author’s plan not so much to give the general results of his acquaintance 

6 i | with the writings of Origen, Apollinarius, Theodorus of Mopsuestia, Eusebius, and Chrysostom; 

as, with or without acknowledgment, to transcribe largely (but with great license) from one or other 
of these writers. Thus, the whole of his note on S. Mark xv. 38, 39, is taken, without any hint that 
it is not original, (much of it, word for word,) from Chrysostom’s 88th Homily on S. Matthew’s 
Gospel 108 . The same is to be said of the first twelve lines of his note on S. Mark xvi. 9. On the other 
hand, the latter half of the note last mentioned professes to give the substance of what Eusebius 
had written on the same subject. It is in fact an extract from those very “Quaestiones ad Marinum” 
concerning which so much has been offered already. All this, though it does not sensibly detract 
from the interest or the value of Victor’s work, must be admitted entirely to change the character 
of his supposed evidence. He comes before us rather in the light of a Compiler than of an Author: 
his work is rather a “Catena” than a Commentary; and as such in fact it is generally described. 
Quite plain is it, at all events, that the sentiments contained in the sections last referred to, are not 
Victor’s at all. For one half of them, no one but Chrysostom is responsible; for the other half, no 
one but Eusebius. 



But it is Victor’s familiar use of the writings of Eusebius,—especially of those Resolutions of 
hard Questions “concerning the seeming Inconsistencies in the Evangelical accounts of the 
Resurrection,” which Eusebius addressed to Marinus,—on which the reader’s attention is now to 
be concentrated. Victor cites that work of Eusebius by name in the very first page of his 
Commentary. That his last page also contains a quotation from it, (also by name), has been already 
pointed out 109 . Attention is now invited to what is found concerning S. Mark xvi. 9-20 in the last 
page but one (p. 444) of Victor’s work. It shall be given in English; because I will convince unlearned 


107 


For additional details concerning Victor of Antioch, and his work, the studious in such matters are referred to the Appendix 


(D). 


108 

Opp. vol. vii. p. 825 E-826 B: or, in Field’s edition, p. 527, line 3 to 20. 


109 


Cramer, p. 266, lines 10,11.—w<; cppaiv Euaefitop 6 Kaiaapetat; £v rw Jtpot; M(3pTvov k.t.A. And at p. 446, line 19,—Eua£(3to<; 


cprioiv 6 Kouaapetat; k.t.A.. 
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as well as learned readers. Victor, (after quoting four lines from the 89 th Homily of Chrysostom 110 ), 
reconciles (exactly as Eusebius is observed to do 111 ) the notes of time contained severally in S. 
Matth. xxviii. 1, S. Mark xvi. 2, S. Luke xxiv. 1, and S. John xx. 1. After which, he proceeds as 
follows:— 


“In certain copies of Mark’s Gospel, next comes,—‘Now when [Jesus] was risen early the first 
day of the week, He appeared to Mary Magdalene;’—a statement which seems inconsistent with 
Matthew’s narrative. This might be met by asserting, that the conclusion of Mark’s Gospel, though 
found in certain copies, is spurious, However, that we may not seem to betake ourselves to an 
off-hand answer, we propose to read the place thus:—‘Now when [Jesus] was risen:’ then, after a 
comma, to go on—‘early the first day of the week He appeared to Mary Magdalene.’ In this way 
we refer [Mark’s] ‘Now when [Jesus] was risen’ to Matthew’s ‘in the end of the sabbath,’ (for then 
we believe Him to have risen',) and all that comes after, expressive as it is of a different notion, we 
connect with what follows. Mark relates that He who ‘ arose (according to Matthew) in the end of 
the Sabbath ,’ was seen by Mary Magdalene ‘early.’ This is in fact what John also declares; for he 
too has recorded that ‘early,’ ‘the first day of the week,’ [Jesus] appeared to the Magdalene. In a 
word, two distinct seasons are set before us by these words: first, the season of the 
Resurrection,—which was ‘in the end of the Sabbath;’ secondly, the season of our Saviour&#8217;s 
Appearing,—which was ‘early 112 .’” 



No one, I presume, can read this passage and yet hesitate to admit that he is here listening to 
Eusebius “ad Marinum” over again. But if any one really retains a particle of doubt on the subject, 
he is requested to cast his eye to the foot of the present page; and even an unlearned reader, surveying 
the originals with attention, may easily convince himself that Victor is here nothing else but a 
copyist 113 . That the work in which Eusebius reconciles “seeming discrepancies in the Evangelical 


110 

Compare Cramer’s Viet. Ant. i. p. 444. line 6-9, with Field’s Chrys. iii. p. 539, line 7-21. 

111 

Mai, iv. p. 257-8. 

112 

Cramer, vol. i. p. 444, line 19 to p. 445, line 4. 

113 

The following is the original of what is given above:—’EttetSri 5e ev not Ttov dvTiypdip tov ttpoaKeirai tu> ttapovn EuayYAitg, 
“avaarcK; Se rfj pta too aa(3(3arou Jtpto'i, etpavri (Note, that Victor twice omits the word ttpurov, and twice reads rfj ptci too 
aa(3(3arou, (instead of ttpwrn aa(3(3dtou), only because Eusebius had inadvertently (three times) done the same thing in the 
place from which Victor is copying. See Mai Nova P.P. Bibl. iv. p. 256 , line 19 and 26 : p. 257 line 4 and 5 .) Mapta rrj May5aAr|vfi,” 
SotceT Se touto StatptoveTv ru> into MarSaiou eipripevto, epoupsv tlx; Suvorov pev eItieTv on vevoSeurat to ttapa Maputo TeAeuTatov 
ev not tpepopevov. ttAi[v tva prj 5o(topev ettt to eroipov KaTatpeuyav, outox; dvayvtoaopeSa- “avatrau; Se,” teat uttoari(avTe<; 
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narratives,” was actually lying open before Victor while be wrote, is ascertained beyond dispute. 
He is observed in his next ensuing Comment to quote from it, and to mention Eusebius as its author. 


eTtdYCO(iev, “jtpco'i'rfj pta rou aa(3(3arou £<pavr| Mapta Tfj MaY5aAr|vfj.” tva [The extract from Victor is continued below in the 
right hand column: the left exhibiting the text o/Eusebius &#8216 tadMarinum .’] 

(Eusebius.) (Victor.) 


to p£v “dvatraa;,” dvfaTtEpiftopEv?] eiii Tr]v itapa 
to) MarSaico “oijie aa(3(3dTtov.” (tote yap £YnY£p TO -) to 
Se E^rji;, £T£pa<; ov Siavoiai; uitoaraTtKov, auvaiftopEv 
tou; etuAeyopevok;. 

(“upon” Y«p “Tfj pta too aa(3(3aTOu £<pavr| Mapta 

Trj MaY5aAr|vfj.”) 


touto youv ESrjAwaE Kai 6 ’Iu>avvr|<; “upon” teat 
auToq “Tfj pta tou aa(3(3aTOu” cocpSai auTOv Tfj 
MaYSaApvfj papTuprjaat;. 

[31 words are here omitted.] 

cbq TtaptaTaa0ai ev toutou; Katpoix; Suo- tov p£v 
Yap Trjq avaaxaaeox ; tov “oipe tou aa(3|3dTOU.” tov Se 
T rjq tou SwTfjpot; EttupavEiat;, tov “upon.” 


to pev “avacrau;,” dvattEptfcopEv em Ttjv ttapa tw 
M aT0atto “otpe aa(3(3dTtov.” (tote yap EYHYepSat auTov 
tucrcEuopEv.) to Se E^rjt;, £T£pa<; ov Siavotat; 
ttapaoTaTiKov, auvaifcopEv tor; EtnAEYopEvott;' 

(tov y«P “ovJje aa(3|3dTa)v” koto MaT0atov 
EYPYEppEvov ioTOpa “ttpwt” EWpaKEvai Maptav Tijv 
MaY5aAr|vrjv.) 

touto youv ESrjAuxjE Kat ’Itodvvr[<;, “upon” Kat 
auTOt; “Trj pta twv aa(3(3dTiov” uxp0ai auTOv Tfj 
MaYSaArivfj papTupfjaaq. 


coq TtaptaTaa0ai ev toutou; Katpoix; Suo- tov p£v 
Tfj<; avaoTaoEox; tov “orpe tou aa|3(3dTOU.” tov Se Tfjt; 
tou Eurcrjpot; £Ttupav£ta<;, tov “upon.” 


[Eusebius, apud Mai , iv. p. 256.] [Victor Antioch, ed. Cramer, i. p. 444-5: (with a few 

slight emendations of the text from Evan. Cod. Reg. 
178.)] 
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At the end of the present note he has a significant allusion to Eusebius:— “I know very well,” he 
says, “what has been suggested by those who are at the pains to remove the apparent inconsistencies 
in this place 114 .” But when writing on S. Mark xvi. 9-20, he does more. After abridging, (as his 
manner is,) what Eusebius explains with such tedious emphasis, (giving the substance of five 
columns in about three times as many lines,) he adopts the exact expressions of Eusebius,—follows 
him in his very mistakes,—and finally transcribes his words. The reader is therefore requested to 
bear in mind that what he has been listening to is not the testimony of Victor at all : but the testimony 
of Eusebius. This is but one more echo therefore of a passage of which we are all beginning by this 
time to be weary; so exceedingly rash are the statements with which it is introduced, so utterly 
preposterous the proposed method of remedying a difficulty which proves after all to be purely 
imaginary. 

What then is the testimony of Victor? Does he offer any independent statement on the question 
in dispute, from which his own private opinion (though nowhere stated) may be lawfully inferred? 
Yes indeed. Victor, though frequently a Transcriber only, is observed every now and then to come 
forward in his own person, and deliver his individual sentiment 115 . But nowhere throughout his 
work does he deliver such remarkable testimony as in this place. Hear him! 

“Notwithstanding that in very many copies of the present Gospel, the passage beginning, ‘Now 
when \ Jesus \ was risen early the first clay of the week, He appeared first to Mary Magdalene ,’ be 
not found,—(certain inclividucds having supposed it to be spurious,)—yet WE, at all events, 

INASMUCH AS IN VERY MANY WE HAVE DISCOVERED IT TO EXIST, HAVE, OUT OF ACCURATE COPIES, SUBJOINED 
ALSO THE ACCOUNT OF OUR LORD&#8 217; S ASCENSION, (FOLLOWING THE WORDS &#8 216 ;FOR THEY WERE 
AFRAID,&#8217; ) IN CONFORMITY WITH THE PALESTINIAN EXEMPLAR OF MARK WHICH EXHIBITS THEGOSPEL 

verity: that is to say, from the words, &#8216;Nowwhen [Jesus] was risen early the first day of 
65 I the week,’ &c., down to &#8216;with signs following. Amen 116 .”— And with these words Victor 
of Antioch brings his Commentary on S. Mark to an end. 

Here then we find it roundly stated by a highly intelligent Father, writing in the first half of the 
v th century,— 

(1.) That the reason why the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark are absent from some ancient copies 
of his Gospel is because they have been deliberately omitted by Copyists: 



ouk or/vow 5e coq Stacpopouq ottraerfaq y£Y£vfja0ou <paaiv oi rijv SoKoOaav Stacpumav StaAuaat aTcou5d(ovreq Viet. Ant. 


ed. Cramer, vol. i. p. 445, 1. 23-5: referring to what Eusebius says apudMai, iv. 264 and 265 (§ iiii): 287-290 (§§ v, vi, vii.) 


115 

e.g. in the passage last quoted. 

116 

For the original of this remarkable passage the reader is referred to the Appendix (E). 
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(2.) That the ground for such omission was the subjective judgment of individuals, —not the 
result of any appeal to documentary evidence. Victor, therefore, clearly held that the Verses in 
question had been expunged in consequence of their (seeming) inconsistency with what is met 
with in the other Gospels: 

(3.) That he, on the other hand, had convinced himself by reference to “very many” and 
“accurate” copies, that the verses in question are genuine: 

(4.) That in particular the Palestinian Copy, which enjoyed the reputation of “exhibiting the 
genuine text of S. Mark,” contained the Verses in dispute.—To Opinion, therefore, Victor opposes 
Authority. He makes his appeal to the most trustworthy documentary evidence with which he is 
acquainted; and the deliberate testimony which he delivers is a complete counterpoise and antidote 
to the loose phrases of Eusebius on the same subject: 

(5.) That in consequence of all this, following the Palestinian Exemplar, he had from accurate 
copies furnished his own work with the Twelve Verses in dispute; —which is a categorical refutation 
of the statement frequently met with that the work of Victor of Antioch is without them. 

We are now at liberty to sum up; and to review the progress which has been hitherto made in 
this Inquiry. 

Six Fathers of the Church have been examined who are commonly represented as bearing hostile 
testimony to the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel; and they have been easily reduced to 
~K one. Three of them, (Hesychius, Jerome, Victor,) prove to be echoes, not voices. The remaining 

66 I two, (Gregory of Nyssa and Severus,) are neither voices nor echoes, but merely names: Gregory 

of Nyssa having really no more to do with this discussion than Philip of Macedon; and “Severus” 
and “Hesychius” representing one and the same individual. Only by a Critic seeking to mislead his 
reader will any one of these five Fathers be in future cited as witnessing against the genuineness 
of S. Mark xvi. 9-20. Eusebius is the solitary witness who survives the ordeal of exact inquiry 117 . 
But, 

I. Eusebius, (as we have seen), instead of proclaiming his distrust of this portion of the Gospel, 
enters upon an elaborate proof that its contents are not inconsistent with what is found in the Gospels 
of S. Matthew and S. John. His testimony is reducible to two innocuous and wholly unconnected 


How shrewdly was it remarked by Matthaei, eighty years ago,—“Scholia certe, in quibus de integritate hujus loci dubitatur, 
omnia ex unoforne promanarunt. Ex eodem fonte Hieronymum etiam hausisse intelligitur ex ejus loco quern laudavit Wetst. 
ad ver. 9.—Similiter Scholiastae omnes in principio hujus Evangelii in disputatione de lectione ev qaa'i'a rto Ttpotprjrq ex uno 
pendent. Fortasse Origenes auctor est hujus dubitationis.” (N. T. vol. ii. p. 270.)—The reader is invited to remember what was 
offered above in p. 47 (line 23.) 
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propositions: the first,—That there existed in his day a vast number of copies in which the last 
chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel ended abruptly at ver. 8; (the correlative of which of course would be 
that there also existed a vast number which were furnished with the present ending.) The 
second,—That by putting a comma after the word Avaoxccq, S. Mark xvi. 9, is capable of being 

reconciled with S. Matth. xxviii. I 118 .I profess myself unable to understand how it can be 

pretended that Eusebius would have subscribed to the opinion of Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the 
rest, that the Gospel of S. Mark was never finished by its inspired Author, or was mutilated before 
it came abroad; at all events, that the last Twelve Verses are spurious. 

II. The observations of Eusebius are found to have been adopted, and in part transcribed, by an 
unknown writer of the vi th century,—whether Hesychius or Severus is not certainly known: but if 
it were Hesychius, then it was not Severus; if Severus, then not Hesychius. This writer, however, 
(whoever he may have been,) is careful to convince us that individually he entertained no doubt 
whatever about the genuineness of this part of Scripture, for he says that he writes in order to remove 
the (hypothetical) objections of others, and to silence their (imaginary) doubts. Nay, be freely quotes 
the verses as genuine , and declares that they were read in his day on a certain Sunday night in the 
public Service of the Church. ... To represent such an one,—(it matters nothing, I repeat, whether 
we call him “Hesychius of Jerusalem” or “Severus of Antioch,”)—as a hostile witness, is simply 
to misrepresent the facts of the case. He is, on the contrary, the strenuous champion of the verses 
which he is commonly represented as impugning. 


III. As for Jerome, since that illustrious Father comes before us in this place as a translator of 
Eusebius only, he is no more responsible for what Eusebius says concerning S. Mark xvi. 9-20, 
than Hobbes of Malmesbury is responsible for anything that Thucydides has related concerning 
the Peloponnesian war. Individually, however, it is certain that Jerome was convinced of the 
genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20: for in two different places of his writings he not only quotes the 
9th and 14th verses, but he exhibits all the twelve in the Vulgate. 


IV. Lastly, Victor of Antioch, who wrote in an age when Eusebius was held to be an infallible 
oracle on points of Biblical Criticism,—having dutifully rehearsed, (like the rest,) the feeble 
expedient of that illustrious Father for harmonizing S. Mark xvi. 9 with the narrative of S. 
Matthew,—is observed to cite the statements of Eusebius concerning the last Twelve Verses of S. 
Mark, only in order to refute them. Not that he opposes opinion to opinion,—(for the opinions of 
Eusebius and of Victor of Antioch on this behalf were probably identical;) but statement he meets 


118 


It is not often, I think, that one finds in MSS. a point actually inserted after ’Avaar&t; 5e. Such a point is found, however, in 


Cod. 34 (= Coisl. 195,) and Cod. 22 (= Reg. 72,) and doubtless in many other copies. 
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with counter-statement,—fact he confronts with fact. Scarcely can anything be imagined more 
emphatic than his testimony, or more conclusive. 

For the reader is requested to observe that here is an Ecclesiastic, writing in the first half of the 
v th century, who expressly witnesses to the genuineness of the Verses in dispute. He had made 
reference, he says, and ascertained their existence in very many MSS. (obq ev ttAsi'otok;)- He had 
derived his text from “accurate” ones: (e^ ctKpifknv dvriypacpcuv.) More than that: he leads his 
reader to infer that he had personally resorted to the famous Palestinian Copy, the text of which 
was held to exhibit the inspired verity, and had satisfied himself that the concluding section of S. 
Mark’s Gospel was there. He had, therefore, been either to Jerusalem, or else to Caesarea; had 
inquired for those venerable records which had once belonged to Origen and Pamphilus 119 ; and had 
inspected them. Testimony more express, more weighty,—I was going to say, more decisive,—can 
scarcely be imagined. It may with truth be said to close the present discussion. 

With this, in fact, Victor lays down his pen. So also may 1.1 submit that nothing whatever which 
has hitherto come before us lends the slightest countenance to the modem dream that S. Mark’s 
Gospel, as it left the hands of its inspired Author, ended abruptly at ver. 8. Neither Eusebius nor 
Jerome; neither Severus of Antioch nor Hesychius of Jerusalem; certainly not Victor of Antioch; 
least of all Gregory of Nyssa,—yield a particle of support to that monstrous fancy. The notion is 
an invention, a pure imagination of the Critics ever since the days of Griesbach. 

It remains to be seen whether the MSS. will prove somewhat less unaccommodating. 

VII. For it can be of no possible avail, at this stage of the discussion, to appeal to 

Euthymius Zigabenus, 

the Author of an interesting Commentary, or rather Compilation on the Gospels, assigned to A.D. 
1116. Euthymius lived, in fact, full five hundred years too late for his testimony to be of the slightest 
importance. Such as it is, however, it is not unfavourable. He says,—“Some of the Commentators 
state that here,” (viz. at ver. 8,) “the Gospel according to Mark finishes; and that what follows is a 
69 | spurious addition.” (Which clearly is his version of the statements of one or more of the four Fathers 
whose testimony has already occupied so large a share of our attention.) “This portion we must 
also interpret, however,” (Euthymius proceeds,) “since there is nothing in it prejudicial to the 
truth 120 .”—But it is idle to linger over such a writer. One might almost as well quote “Poli Synopsis ,” 



119 

Scrivener’s Introduction, pp. 47, 126, 431. 

120 

4>aai 5e nv£<; rwv £(r|yr|Ttov evrauSa aupitAripouaSai to Kara MapKov evayyeXxov ra 5e £<pe(ri<; itpoa0i)Kr|v aval 
p£Ta9Y£V£aT£pav. Xpi) 5e Kori taurriv £ppr|v£uaai pr|5£v rfj aAr|0£ia Aupoavop£vr|v.—Euthym. Zig. (ed. Matthaei, 1792), in loc. 
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and then proceed to discuss it. The cause must indeed be desperate which seeks support from a 
quarter like this. What possible sanction can an Ecclesiastic of the xii th century be supposed to yield 
to the hypothesis that S. Mark’s Gospel, as it left the hands of its inspired Author, was an unfinished 
work? 


It remains to ascertain what is the evidence of the MSS. on this subject. And the MSS. require 
to be the more attentively studied, because it is to them that our opponents are accustomed most 
confidently to appeal. On them in fact they rely. The nature and the value of the most ancient 
Manuscript testimony available, shall be scrupulously investigated in the next two Chapters. 



CHAPTER VI. 

MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY SHEWN TO BE OVERWHELMINGLY IN FAVOUR OF 

THESE VERSES.— Part I. 

S. Mark xvi. 9-20, contained in every HS. in the world except two.—Irrational Claim to Infallibility 

set up on behalf of Cod. B (p. 73) and Cod. X (p. 75).— These two Codices shewn to be 

full of gross Omissions (p. 78),— Interpolations (p. 80),— Corruptions of the Text (p. 
81),— and Perversions of the Truth (p. 83).— The testimony of Cod. B to S. Mark xvi. 
9-20, shewn to be favorable, notwithstanding (p. 86). 

THE two oldest Copies of the Gospels in existence are the famous Codex in the Vatican Library 
at Rome, known as “Codex B;” and the Codex which Tischendorf brought from Mount Sinai in 

1859, and which he designates by the first letter of the Hebrew alphabet (N). These two manuscripts 
are probably not of equal antiquity 121 . An interval of fifty years at least seems to be required to 
account for the marked difference between them. If the first belongs to the beginning, the second 
may be referred to the middle or latter part of the iv th century. But the two Manuscripts agree in 
this,—that they are without the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel. In both, after £(po(3ouvro 

yap (ver. 8), comes the subscription: in Cod. B, — KATA MAPKON; in Cod. N,— EYATTEAION KATA 
MAPKON. 

Let it not be supposed that we have any more facts of this class to produce. All has been stated. 
It is not that the evidence of Manuscripts is one,—the evidence of Fathers and Versions another. 


121 

For some remarks on this subject the reader is referred to the Appendix (F). 
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The very reverse is the case. Manuscripts, Fathers, and Versions alike, are only not unanimous in 
bearing consistent testimony. But the consentient witness of the MSS. is even extraordinary. With 
— IX the exception of the two uncial MSS. which have just been named, there is not one Codex in 

71 | existence, uncial or cursive,—(and we are acquainted with, at least, eighteen other uncials 122 , and 

about six hundred cursive Copies of this Gospel,)—which leaves out the last twelve verses of S. 
Mark. 

The inference which an unscientific observer would draw from this fact, is no doubt in this 
instance the correct one. He demands to be shewn the Alexandrine (A) and the Parisian Codex 
(C),—neither of them probably removed by much more than fifty years from the date of the Codex 
Sinaiticus, and both unquestionably derived from different originals', —and he ascertains that no 
countenance is lent by either of those venerable monuments to the proposed omission of this part 
of the sacred text. He discovers that the Codex Bezae (D), the only remaining very ancient MS. 
authority,—notwithstanding that it is observed on most occasions to exhibit an extraordinary 

sympathy with the Vatican (B),—here sides with A and C against B and K. He inquires after all 
the other uncials and all the cursive MSS. in existence, (some of them dating from the x th century,) 
and requests to have it explained to him why it is to be supposed that all these many 
witnesses,—belonging to so many different patriarchates, provinces, ages of the Church,—have 
entered into a grand conspiracy to bear false witness on a point of this magnitude and importance 
But he obtains no intelligible answer to this question. How, then, is an unprejudiced student to draw 
any inference but one from the premisses? That single peculiarity (he tells himself) of bringing the 
second Gospel abruptly to a close at the 8th verse of the xvith chapter, is absolutely fatal to the two 
Codices in question. It is useless to din into his ears that those Codices are probably both of the iv th 
century,—unless men are prepared to add the assurance that a Codex of the iv th century is of necessity 
a more trustworthy witness to the text of the Gospels than a Codex of the v th . The omission of these 

twelve verses, I repeat, in itself, destroys his confidence in Cod. B and Cod. K: for it is obvious 

that a copy of the Gospels which has been so seriously mutilated in one place may have been slightly 
tampered with in another. He is willing to suspend his judgment, of course. The two oldest copies 
of the Gospels in existence are entitled to great reverence because of their high antiquity. They 
must be allowed a most patient, most unprejudiced, most respectful, nay, a most indulgent hearing. 
But when all this has been freely accorded, on no intelligible principle can more be claimed for 
any two MSS. in the world. 



122 

Viz. A, C [v]; D [vi]; E. L [viii]; F, K, M, V, T, A, A (quaere), n [ix]; G, H, X, S, U [ix, x]. 
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The rejoinder to all this is sufficiently obvious. Mistrust will no doubt have been thrown over 

the evidence borne to the text of Scripture in a thousand other places by Cod. B and Cod. K. after 

demonstration that those two Codices exhibit a mutilated text in the present place. But what else 
is this but the very point requiring demonstration? Why may not these two be right, and all the 
other MSS. wrong? 

I propose, therefore, that we reverse the process. Proceed we to examine the evidence borne by 
these two witnesses on certain other occasions which admit of no difference of opinion; or next to 
none. Let us endeavour, I say, to ascertain the character of the Witnesses by a patient and 
unprejudiced examination of their Evidence,—not in one place, or in two, or in three; but on several 
important occasions, and throughout. If we find it invariably consentient and invariably truthful, 
then of course a mighty presumption will have been established, the very strongest possible, that 
their adverse testimony in .respect of the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel must needs be worthy of 
all acceptation. But if, on the contrary, our inquiries shall conduct us to the very opposite 
result,—what else can happen but that our confidence in these two MSS. will be hopelessly shaken? 
We must in such case be prepared to admit that it is just as likely as not that this is only one more 
occasion on which these “two false witnesses” have conspired to witness falsely. If, at this juncture, 
extraneous evidence of an entirely trustworthy kind can be procured to confront them: above all, 
if some one ancient witness of unimpeachable veracity can be found who shall bear contradictory 
evidence: what other alternative will be left us but to reject their testimony in respect of S. Mark 
— IX xvi. 9-20 with something like indignation; and to acquiesce in the belief of universal Christendom 

73 | for eighteen hundred years that these twelve verses are just as much entitled to our unhesitating 
acceptance as any other twelve verses in the Gospel which can be named? 

I. It is undeniable, in the meantime, that for the last quarter of a century, it has become the 
fashion to demand for the readings of. Codex B something very like absolute deference. The grounds 
for this superstitious sentiment, (for really I can describe it in no apter way,) I profess myself unable 
to discover. Codex B comes to us without a history: without recommendation of any kind, except 
that of its antiquity. It bears traces of careless transcription in every page. The mistakes which the 
original transcriber made are of perpetual recurrence. “They are chiefly omissions, of one, two, or 
three words; but sometimes of half a verse, a whole verse, or even of several verses .... I hesitate 
not to assert that it would be easier to find a folio containing three or four such omissions than to 
light on one which should be without any 123 .” In the Gospels alone, Codex B leaves out words or 
whole clauses no less than 1,491 times 124 : of which by far the largest proportion is found in S. 


123 

Vercellone ,—Del antichissimo Codice Vaticano della Bibbia Greca, Roma. 1860. (pp. 21.) 

124 

Dublin Univ. Mag. (Nov. 1859,) p. 620, quoted by Scrivener, p. 93. 
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Mark’s Gospel. Many of these, no doubt, are to be accounted for by the proximity of a “like 
ending 125 .” The Vatican MS. (like the Sinaitic 126 ) was originally derived from an older Codex which 


125 

opoioreAeurov. 

126 

See Scrivener’s Introduction to his ed. of the Codex Bezae, p. xxiii. The passage referred to reappears at the end of his 
Preface to the 2nd ed. of his Collation of the Cod. Sinaiticus .—Add to his instances, this from S. Matth. xxviii. 2, 3:— 


KAI EKA0HTO E 
EIANCjO AYTOY [HN AE 

H EIAEA AYTOY] COC 
ACTPAIIH 


It is plain why the scribe of X wrote ettavto aurou ax; aarpaitri.—The next is from S. Luke xxiv. 31:— 
AIHNYrH 

CAN 01 OO0AAMOI 
KAI [EnErNOOCAN AYTo 
KAI] AYTOC A® AN 
TOC EfENETO 


Hence the omission of kou eiteyvaiaav aurov in &—The following explains the omission from X (and D) of the Ascension 
at S. Luke xxiv. 52:— 


An AYTCjON KAI [AN 
EOEPETO EIC TON 
OYPANON KAI] AY 
TOInPOCKYNHCI 


The next explains why X reads TtepiKaAuiJiavret; eitripairaiv aurov in S. Luke xxii. 64:— 


AEPONTEC KAI nE 
PIKAAYTANTEC E 
[TYnTON AYTOY TO 

nPOCCOnON KAI E] 

nHPGOTGON AYTo 
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contained about twelve or thirteen letters in a line 128 . And it will be found that some of its omissions 
which have given rise to prolonged discussion are probably to be referred to nothing else but the 



The next explains why the words kou raxt; £t<; aurr|v (3ta^£Tat are absent in X (and G) at S. Luke xvi. 16:— 

EYAITE 

AIZETAI [KAI nAC 
EIC AYTHN BI 

AZETAl] EYKOnCO 
TEPON AE ECTIN To 

128 

In this way, (at S. John xvii. 15, 16), the obviously corrupt reading of Cod. B (tvarr|pr|ar|<;aurou<;£Krou tcoapou)—which, 
however, was the reading of the copy used by Athanusius ( Opp. p. 1035: al. ed. p.825)—is explained:— 

EK TOY[nONHPOY. 

EK TOY] KOCMOY 

OYK EICIN KAOCOC 


Thus also is explained why B (with X, A, D, L) omits a precious clause in S. Luke xxiv. 42:— 

OI1TOY MEPOC KAI 
[AI10 MEAICCI 
OY KHPIOY KAI] 

AABCjON ENCOPION 

And why the same MSS. (all but A) omit an important clause in S. Luke xxiv. 53:— 

EN TOO IEPGO [AIN 
OYNTEC KAI] EYAO 
TOYNTEC TON 0N 


And why B (with X, L) omits an important clause in the history of the Temptation (S. Luke iv. 5):— 

KAI ANArArCON AY 
TON [EIC OPOC YTH 
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oscitancy of a transcriber with such a codex before him 129 : Without having recourse to any more 
abstruse hypothesis; without any imputation of bad faith; —certainly without supposing that the 
words omitted did not exist in the inspired autograph of the Evangelist. But then it is undeniable 
that some of the omissions in Cod. B are not to be so explained. On the other hand, I can testify to 
the fact that the codex is disfigured throughout with repetitions. The original scribe is often found 
to have not only written the same words twice over, but to have failed whenever he did so to take 
any notice with his pen of what he had done. 

What then, (I must again inquire,) are the grounds for the superstitious reverence which is 
entertained in certain quarters for the readings of Codex B? If it be a secret known to the recent 
Editors of the New Testament, they have certainly contrived to keep it wondrous close. 

II. More recently, a claim to co-ordinate primacy has been set up on behalf of the Codex 
Sinaiticus. Tischendorf is actually engaged in remodelling his seventh Leipsic edition, chiefly in 
conformity with the readings of his lately discovered MS. 130 And yet the Codex in question abounds 
with “errors of the eye and pen, to an extent not unparalleled, but happily rather unusual in documents 
of first-rate importance.” On many occasions, 10, 20, 30, 40 words are dropped through very 


AON] EAI-EN AYTCjO 

129 

In this way the famous omission (X, B, L) of the word SeurepOTtptortp, in S. Luke vi. 1, is (to say the least) capable of being 
explained:— 

ErENETO AE EN CAB 
BAT GO A[EYTEPO 

nPGOTGO AjlAnOPEYE 
C0AI 


and utou Bapaxiou (X) in S. Matth. xxvii. 35:— 

AIMATOC ZAXAPIOY 
[YIOY BAPAXIOY] 

ON E&ONEYCATE 
130 

He has reached the 480th page of vol. ii. (1 Cor. v. 7.) 
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carelessness 131 . “Letters and words, even whole sentences, are frequently written twice over, or 
— IX begun and immediately cancelled: while that gross blunder ... whereby a clause is omitted because 

76 I it happens to end in the same words as the clause preceding, occurs no less than 115 times in the 

New Testament. Tregelles has freely pronounced that the state of the text, as proceeding from the 
first scribe, may be regarded as very rough 132 .”’ But when “the first scribe” and his “very rough” 
performance have been thus unceremoniously disposed of, one would like to be informed what 

remains to command respect in Codex Is, then, manuscript authority to be confounded with 

editorial caprice ,—exercising itself upon the corrections of “at least ten different revisers,” who, 
from the vi th to the xii th century, have been endeavouring to lick into shape a text which its original 
author left “very roughT 

The co-ordinate primacy, (as I must needs call it.,) which, within the last few years, has been 

claimed for Codex B and Codex K. threatens to grow into a species of tyranny,—from which I 

venture to predict there will come in the end an unreasonable and unsalutary recoil. It behoves us, 
therefore, to look closely into this matter, and to require a reason for what is being done. The text 
of the sacred deposit is far too precious a thing to be sacrificed to an irrational, or at least a 
superstitious devotion to two MSS.,—simply because they may possibly be older by a hundred 
years than any other which we possess. “Id verius quod prius,” is an axiom which holds every bit 
as true in Textual Criticism as in Dogmatic Truth. But on that principle, (as I have already shewn,) 
the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel are fully established 133 ; and by consequence,, the credit 

of Codd. B and ^ sustains a severe shock. Again, “Id verius quod prius;” but it does not of course 
follow that a Codex of the iv th century shall exhibit a more correct text of Scripture than one written 
in the vth, or even than one written in the x th . For the proof of this statement, (if it can be supposed 
to require proof,) it is enough to appeal to Codex D. That venerable copy of the Gospels is of the 
vi th century. It is, in fact, one of our five great uncials. No older MS. of the Greek Text is known 

to exist,—excepting always A, B, C and K. And yet no text is more thoroughly disfigured by 

corruptions and interpolations than that of Codex D. In the Acts, (to use the language of its learned 
and accurate Editor,) “it is hardly an exaggeration to assert that it reproduces the textus receptus 
much in the same way that one of the best Chaldee Targums does the Hebrew of the Old Testament: 



131 


Ill this way 14 words have been omitted from Cod. X in S. Mark xv. 47-xvi. 1:—19 words in S. Mark i. 32-4:—20 words 


in S. John xx. 5, 6:—39 words in S. John xix. 20, 21. 


132 

Scrivener’s Full Collation , &c., p. iv.; quoting Tregelles’ N. T. Part II. page ii.) 

133 

See Chap. IV. p. 37. 
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so wide are the variations in the diction, so constant and inveterate the practice of expanding the 
narrative by means of interpolations which seldom recommend themselves as genuine by even a 
semblance of internal probability 134 .” Where, then, is the a priori probability that two MSS. of the 
iv th century shall have not only a superior claim to be heard, but almost an exclusive right to dictate 
which readings are to be rejected, which retained? 

How ready the most recent editors of the New Testament have shown themselves to hammer 

the sacred text on the anvil of Codd. B and X,—not unfrequently in defiance of the evidence of all 

other MSS., and sometimes to the serious detriment of the deposit,—would admit of striking 
illustration were this place for such details. Tischendorf s English “New Testament ,”—“with various 
readings from the three most celebrated manuscripts of the Greek Text” translated at the foot of 
every page,—is a recent attempt (1869) to popularize the doctrine that we have to look exclusively 
to two or three of the oldest copies, if we would possess the Word of God in its integrity. Dean 
Alford’s constant appeal in his revision of the Authorized Version (1870) to “the oldest MSS.,” 

(meaning thereby generally Codd. K and B with one or two others 135 ), is an abler endeavour to 

familiarize the public mind with the same belief. I am bent on chewing that there is nothing whatever 
in the character of either of the Codices in question to warrant this servile deference. 

(a) And first,—Ought it not sensibly to detract from our opinion of the value of their evidence 
HA to discover that it is easier to find two consecutive verses in which the two MSS. differ, the one from 
78 I the other, than two consecutive verses in which they entirely agree? Now this is a plain matter of 

fact, of which any one who pleases may easily convince himself. But the character of two witnesses 
who habitually contradict one another has been accounted, in every age, precarious. On every such 
occasion, only one of them can possibly be speaking the truth. Shall I be thought unreasonable if 

I confess that these perpetucd inconsistencies between Codd. B and X.—grave inconsistencies, and 
occasionally even gross ones,—altogether destroy my confidence in either? 

(b) On the other hand, discrepant as the testimony of these two MSS. is throughout, they yet, 
strange to say, conspire every here and there in exhibiting minute corruptions of such an unique 
and peculiar kind as to betray a (probably not very remote) common corrupt original. These 
coincidences in fact are so numerous and so extraordinary as to establish a real connexion between 


134 

Scrivener’s Introduction to con. Bezae , p. liv. 

135 

e.g. in S. John i. 42 (meaning only X, B, L): iv. 42 (X, B, C): v. 12 (X, B, C, L): vi. 22 (A, B, L), &c. 
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those two codices; and that connexion is fatal to any claim which might be set up on their behalf 
as wholly independent witnesses 136 . 


(c) Further, it is evident that both alike have been subjected, probably during the process of 
transcription, to the same depraving influences. But because such statements require to be established 
by an induction of instances, the reader’s attention must now be invited to a few samples of the 
grave blemishes which disfigure our two oldest copies of the Gospel. 



1. And first, since it is the omission of the end of S. Mark’s Gospel which has given rise to the 

present discussion, it becomes a highly significant circumstance that the original scribe of Cod. K 
had also omitted the end of the Gospel according to S. John 131 . In this suppression of ver. 25, Cod. 

X stands alone among MSS. A cloud of primitive witnesses vouch for the genuineness of the verse. 

Surely, it is nothing else but the reductio ad absurdum of a theory of recension, (with Tischendorf 
in his last edition,) to accommodate our printed text to the vicious standard of the original penman 

of Cod. N, and bring the last chapter of S. John’s Gospel to a close at ver. 24! 


Cod. B, on the other hand, omits the whole of those two solemn verses wherein S. Luke describes 
our Lord&#8217;s “Agony and bloody Sweat,” together with the act of the ministering Angel 138 . 
As to the genuineness of those verses, recognised as they are by Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, 
Epiphanius, Didymus, Gregory of Nazianzus, Chrysostom, Theodoret, by all the oldest versions, 

and by almost every MS. in existence, including Cod. K.—it admits of no doubt. Here then is proof 

positive that in order to account for omissions from the Gospel in the oldest of the uncials, there is 
no need whatever to resort to the hypothesis that such portions of the Gospel are not the genuine 
work of the Evangelist. “The admitted error of Cod. B in this place,” (to quote the words of 
Scrivener,) “ought to make some of its advocates more chary of their confidence in cases where it 
is less countenanced by other witnesses than in the instance before us.” 


e.g. S. Matth. x. 26; xii. 24, 27: S. Luke xi. 15, 18, 19 (|3ee(e(3ouA.).—1 Cor. xiii. 3 (Kauxn°wtim).—5. James i. 17 
(aitoaKiaaparoc;)-—Acts i. 5 (ev ttv. pair. ay.).—S. Mark vi. 20 (r|itopet).—S. Matth. xiv. 30 (taxupov).—S. Luke iii. 32 
(tw|3r|A.).—Acts i. 19 (t5ta omitted).—S. Matth. xxv. 27 (ra l;yupta).—S. Matth. xvii. 22 (ouarpecpopievwv).—S. Luke vi. 1 
(SeurepoTtpwrto omitted).—See more in Tischendorf's Prolegomena to his 4to. reprint of the Cod. Sin. p. xxxvi. On this head 
the reader is also referred to Scrivener's very interesting Collation of the Cod. Sinaiticus, Introduction, p. xliii. seq. 

See Tischendorf's note in his reprint of the Cod. Sin., Prolegg. p. lix. 

v Qcp0r| 5e aura) dyyeAoc;—Kara(3atvovra 'em rr)v yrjv S. Luke xxii. 43, 44. 
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Cod. B (not Cod. K) is further guilty of the “grave error” (as Dean Alford justly styles it,) of 
omitting that solemn record of the Evangelist:—“Then said Jesus, Father, forgive them; for they 
know not what they do.” It also withholds the statement that the inscription on the Cross was “in 

letters of Greek, and Latin, and Hebrew 139 .” Cod on the other hand, omits the confession of the 
man born blind (6 5e £cpr|, tucteuoj, Ki3pi£ - vccd 7rpoo£KUvr|G£V aurto) in S. John ix. 38.—Both Cod. 

^ and Cod. B retain nothing but the word uiov of the expression rov uiov aurrjc; rov TtpanmoKOV, 
HA in S. Matth. i. 25; and suppress altogether the important doctrinal statement 6 oov tv red oupavoto, 

so I in S. John iii. 13: as well as the clause SieABoov 5ia pecoou auroov vccd naprjYEV ourooq in S. John 

viii. 59. Concerning all of which, let it be observed that I am neither imputing motives nor pretending 
to explain the design with which these several serious omissions were made. All that is asserted is, 
that they cannot be imputed to the carelessness of a copyist, but were intentional: and I insist that 
they effectually dispose of the presumption that when an important passage is observed to be 

wanting from Cod. B or Cod. its absence is to be accounted for by assuming that it was also 
absent from the inspired autograph of the Evangelist. 

2. To the foregoing must be added the many places where the text of B or of K. or of both, has 

clearly been interpolated. There does not exist in the whole compass of the New Testament a more 
monstrous instance of this than is furnished by the transfer of the incident of the piercing of our 

Redeemer’s side from S. John xix. 24 to S. Matth. xxvii., in Cod. B and Cod. K, where it is 
introduced at the end of ver. 49, in defiance of reason as well as of authority 140 . “This interpolation” 
(remarks Mr. Scrivener) “which would represent the Saviour as pierced while yet living, is a good 
example of the fact that some of our highest authorities may combine in attesting a reading 
unquestionably false 141 .” Another singularly gross specimen of interpolation, in my judgment, is 

supplied by the purely apocryphal statement which is met with in Cod. X. at the end of S. Matthew’s 

account of the healing of the Centurion’s servant,—vcai uirocTpaJiac; o EKarovrapxoc; £iq rov oncov 
aurou £v autq rq oopa, £up£V rov naiSa uyicavovra viii. 13.)—Nor can anything well be weaker 


139 

6 5e ’Ir|aou<;—ri ttoiouoi, (xxiii. 34):—yp ( W aalv 'EAAr|vtKOt<; Kori 'Ptopai'Kou; Kori 'EfSpaiKOu;, (xxiii. 38.) 


140 


aKKoc, 5e Aa(3wv Aoyx t 1 v evu^ev aurou rr[v itAeupav, teat e^r|A0£v uStop Kai aipa. Yet B, C, L and X contain this! 


141 


Coll, of the Cod. Sin., p. xlvii. 
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than the substitution (for uareprjcavToq oivou, in S. John ii. 3) of the following 142 , which is found 
only in Cod. —otvov ouk stxov, ott auvereAsaBri o otvoq tou yapou. 

But the inspired text has been depraved in the same licentious way throughout, by the responsible 
authors of Cod. B and Cod. K. although such corruptions have attracted little notice from their 


comparative unimportance. Thus, the reading (in X) qpctq Set epya^eaBat ta epya tou TrsptJjavToq 
qpaq (S. John ix. 4) carries with it its own sufficient condemnation; being scarcely rendered more 
tolerable by B’s substitution of pe for the second qpctq.—Instead of TeBepsAiooro yap eni rpv 

Tietpav (S. Luke vi. 48), B and ^ present us with the insipid gloss, 5ta to KaAooq oucoSopaaBca 
autpv.—In the last-named codex, we find the name of “Isaiah” (qacaou) thrust into S. Matth. xiii. 
35, in defiance of authority and of fact .—Can I be wrong in asserting that the reading o povoysvpq 

Beoq (for uioq) in S. John i. 18, (a reading found in Cod. B and Cod. X alike,) is undeserving of 
serious attention?—May it not also be confidently declared that, in the face of all MS. evidence 143 , 
no future Editors of the New Testament will be found to accept the highly improbable reading o 
ctvBpoottoq o Aeyopsvoq Iqaouq, in S. John ix. 11, although the same two Codices conspire in 

exhibiting it?—or, on the authority of one of them (X), to read ev aurtp (oap earn/ 144 (for ev aurtp 
(joorj pv) in S. John i. 4?—Certain at least it is that no one will ever be found to read (with B) 

e(35opr|KOVTa 5uo in S. Luke x. 1,—or (with fc$) o EKKEKToq t9ou Beou (instead of 6 uioq tou Beou 
in S. John i. 34.—But let me ask. With what show of reason can the pretence of Infallibility, (as 
well as the plea of Primacy), be set up on behalf of a pair of MSS. licentiously corrupt as these 
have already been proved to be? For the readings above enumerated, be it observed, are either 
critical depravations of the inspired Text, or else unwarrantable interpolations. They cannot have 
resulted from careless transcription. 


3. Not a few of the foregoing instances are in fact of a kind to convince me that the text with 
which Cod. B and Cod. X were chiefly acquainted, must have been once and again subjected to a 


142 

So, in the margin of the Hharklensian revision. 

143 

Note, that it is a mistake for the advocates of this reading to claim the Latin versions as allies. ’AtteKpiSri enelvot;, ’AvBpumoc; 
Aeyopevoq ’Ir|aoO<; k.t.A.. is not "Respondit, Ille homo qui dicitur Jesus,” (as both Tischendorf and Tregelles assume;) but 
“Respondit ille, Homo,” &c.,—as in verses 25 and 36. 

144 

This rending will be found discussed in a footnote (p) at the end of Chap. VII..—p. 110. 
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clumsy process of revision. Not unfrequently, as may be imagined, the result (however tasteless 
and infelicitous) is not of serious importance; as when, (to give examples from Cod. X,) for rov 

oxAov £TUKBG0ai auxcp aim? (in S. Luke v. 1) we are presented with auvaxQrjvai rov oxAov: —when 
for (jd>v aaoarooq (in S. Luke xv. 13) we read £iq x^pav pavcpav; and for 01 E^ouoia^ovceq auroov 
(in S. Luke xxii. 25), we find oi apxovreq roov [£0voov] £^ouGia(jouGiv auroov, Kai, (which is only 
a weak reproduction of S. Matth. xx. 25):— when again, for ovcoua (j5r| eysyova (i n S. John vi. 
17), we are shewn KareAafiev 5e auxouq r\ Gvcona: and when, for Kai tip saxw 6 irapaSooGoov aurov 
(in S. John vi. 64) we are invited to accept vcai nq pv o peAAoov aurov irapaSiSovai 145 . But it requires 
very little acquaintance with the subject to foresee that this kind of license may easily assume 
serious dimensions, and grow into an intolerable evil. Thus, when the man born blind is asked by 
the Holy One if he believes erci rov uiov rou 0£ou (S. John. ix. 35), we are by no means willing to 
acquiesce in the proposed substitute, rov uiov rou avOpouiou: neither, when the Saviour says, 
yivoooKopai utio roav £poov (S. John x. 14) are we at all willing to put up with the weak equivalent 
yivoooKOUGi pi£ ra £pa. Still less is Kai £poi aurouq eSooKaq any equivalent at all for Kai ra £pa 
Tiavra oa son, Kai ra ca £pa, in S. John xvii. 10: or, aAAoi (ooaouoiv ge, Kai TroiqoouGiv goi oca 
C. ou 0£A£iq, for aAAoq as (jojca. Kai oiasx ottou ou OeAeiq, in S. John xxi. 18. Indeed, even when our 

83 I Lord is not the speaker, such licentious depravation of the text is not to be endured. Thus, in S. 

Luke xxiii. 15, Cod. B and Cod. X conspire in substituting for avaiepijia yap upaq irpoq 

aurov,—avETiepijiev yap aurov irpoq qpaq; which leads one to suspect the copyist was misled by 
the narrative in ver. 7. Similar instances might be multiplied to an indefinite extent. 

Two yet graver corruptions of the truth of the Gospel, (but they belong to the same category,) 
remain to be specified. Mindful, I suppose, of S. James’ explanation “how that by works a man is 

justified,” the author of the text of Codices B and K has ventured to alter our Lord&#82 17 ;s assertion 


The following may be added from Cod. X:—(reyaAor aurwv (in S. Mark x. 42) changed into paotAen;: eutev (in S. Mark 
xiv. 58) substituted for f|(T£T<; f|KOuaa(i£v aurou Xeyovxoi £(35o(rr|Kovra t£aaaptov (in S. Lu. ii. 37) for oySoriK: and EtopatcEV 
oe (in S. Jo. viii. 57) for EtbpaKon;:—in all which four readings Cod. X is without support. [Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. li.] The 
epithet p£yav, introduced (in the same codex) before Ai0ov in S. Mark xv. 46; and teat ttarptai; inserted into the phrase £^ oIkou 
A a(3i5 in S. Lu. i. 27,—are two more specimens of mistaken officiousness. In the same infelicitous spirit, Cod. B and Cod. X 
concur in omitting toxupov (S. Matt. xiv. 30), and in substituting ttUKva for Ttuypfj, and pavrtowvrat for (3aTtriau>vrat in S. Mark 
vii. 3 and 4:—while the interpolation of raoaopEvot; after E^ouoiav in S. Matth. viii. 9, because, of the parallel place in S. Luke’s 
Gospel; and the substitution of avOpwttoi; auarr|jtO(; £t (from S. Luke xix. 21) for avcAr|pd<; £t avSpumot; in S. Matth. xxv. 24, 
are proofs that yet another kind of corrupting influence has been here at work besides those which have been already specified. 
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(in S. Matth. xi. 19,) “Wisdom is justified of her children ,” into “Wisdom is justified by her works'” 

and, in the case of Cod. his zeal is observed to have so entirely carried him away, that he has 

actually substituted epyoov for tekvgov in the parallel place of S. Luke’s Gospel.—The other example 
of error (S. Matth. xxi. 31) is calculated to provoke a smile. Finding that our Saviour, in describing 
the conduct of the two sons in the parable, says of the one,—uarepov 5e perapsAriBdc; amrjABev, 
and of the other, —kco ouk dTifjABsv; some ancient scribe, (who can have been but slenderly 
acquainted with the Greek language,) seems to have conceived the notion that a more precise way 
of identifying the son who “ afterwards repented and went,” would be to designate him as 6 uarepoq. 
Accordingly, in reply to the question,—tiq ek roov 5uo STioiqosv to BeAqpa too Tiarpoa; we are 
presented (but only in Cod. B) with the astonishing information,—Aeyouaiv o uarepoq. And yet, 
seeing clearly that this made nonsense of the parable, some subsequent critic is found to have 
transposed the order of the two sons: and in that queer condition the parable comes down to us in 
the famous Vatican Codex B. 

4. Some of the foregoing instances of infelicitous tampering with the text of the Gospels are, 
it must be confessed, very serious. But it is a yet more fatal circumstance in connexion with Cod. 

B and Cod. ^ that they are convicted of certain perversions of the truth of Scripture which must 

~IX have been made with deliberation and purpose. Thus, in S. Mark xiv, they exhibit a set of 
84 I passages—(verses 3B, 68,72)—“which bear clear marks of wilful and critical correction, thoroughly 

carried out in Cod. K. only partially in Cod. B; the object being so far to assimilate the narrative 
of Peter’s denial with those of the other Evangelists, as to suppress the fact, vouched for by S. Mark 

only, that the cock crowed twice. (In Cod. K. 5iq is omitted in ver. 30,”— ek Ssurspou and 5iq in 
ver. 72,—“and Kcd dAeieroop kpoovqae in ver. 68: the last change being countenanced by B 146 .”) 
One such discovery, I take leave to point out, is enough to destroy all confidence in the text of these 
two manuscripts: for it proves that another kind of corrupting influence,—besides carelessness, 
and accident, and tasteless presumption, and unskilful assiduity,—has been at work on Codices B 

and X. We are constrained to approach these two manuscripts with suspicion in all cases where a 

supposed critical difficulty in harmonizing the statements of the several Evangelists will account 
for any of the peculiar readings which they exhibit. 

Accordingly, it does not at all surprise me to discover that in both Codices the important word 
e^sABouoai (in S. Matth. xxviii. 8) has been altered into aireABouaai. I recognise in that substitution 
of onto for e^ the hand of one who was not aware that the women, when addressed by the Angel, 

146 

Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. xlvii. 
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were inside the sepulchre; but who accepted the belief (it is found to have been as common in 
ancient as in modern times) that they beheld him “sitting on the stone 147 .”—In consequence of a 
similar misconception, both Codices are observed to present us with the word “wine” instead of 
“ vinegar ” in S. Matthew’s phrase o^oq psrd xoArjq pspiypsvov: which results from a mistaken 
endeavour on the part of some ancient critic to bring S. Matth. xxvii. 34 into harmony with S. Mark 
— IX xv. 23. The man did not perceive that the cruel insult of the “vinegar and gall” (which the Saviour 

85 I tasted but would not drink) was quite a distinct thing from the proffered mercy of the “myrrhed 
wine” which the Saviour put away from Himself altogether. 

So again, it was in order to bring S. Luke xxiv. 13 into harmony with a supposed fact of 

geography that Cod. K states that Emmaus, (which Josephus also places at sixty stadia from 

Jerusalem), was “an hundred and sixty” stadia distant. The history of this interpolation of the text 
is known. It is because some ancient critic (Origen probably) erroneously assumed that Nicopolis 
was the place intended. The conjecture met with favour, and there are not wanting scholia to declare 
that this was the reading of “the accurate” copies,—notwithstanding the physical impossibility 
which is involved by the statement 148 .—Another geographical misconception under which the scribe 

of Cod. Cod. K is found to have laboured was that Nazareth (S. Luke i. 26) and Capernaum (S. 

Mark i. 28) were in Judaea. Accordingly he has altered the text in both the places referred to, to 
suit his private notion 149 .—A yet more striking specimen of the preposterous method of the same 
scribe is supplied by his substitution of Kcacapiaq for Eapapdaq in Acts viii. 5,— evidently misled 
by what he found in viii. 40 and xxi. 8.—Again, it must have been with a view of bringing Revelation 
into harmony with the (supposed) facts of physical Science that for the highly significant Theological 


147 

Add to the authorities commonly appealed to for e^eA0. Chrys. 834 (twice.) (also quoted in Cramer’s Cat. 241 ). The mistake 
adverted to in the text is at least as old as the time of Eusebius, (Mai, iv. p. 264 = 287), who asks,—Flux; raxpa ru> MarSatw f| 
May5aAr|vrj Mapta pera rrjq aXArp; Maptat; e(w rou pvrjparot; ewpatcev rov eva ayyeAov etuKaBfjpevov rw At0w rou pvrjparot;, 
k.t.X. 

148 

Tischendorf accordingly is forced, for once, to reject the reading of his oracle X,—witnessed to though it be by Origen and 
Eusebius. His discussion of the text in this place is instructive and even diverting. How is It that such an instance as the present 
does not open the eyes of Prejudice itself to the danger of pinning its faith to the consentient testimony even of Origen, of 

Eusebius, and of Cod. X? . . . . The reader is reminded of what was offered above, in the lower part of p. 49. 

149 

A similar perversion of the truth of Scripture is found at S. Luke iv. 44, (cf. the parallel place, S. Matth. iv. 23: S. Mark i. 
39). It does not mend the matter to find X supported this time by Codd. B, C, L, Q, R. 
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record vccd saKOTiaGq 6 rjAioc; at the Crucifixion 150 , has been substituted both in B and K. rou qAiou 
EKAiTTOvroq,—a statement which (as the ancients were perfectly well aware 151 ) introduces into the 
narrative an astronomical contradiction.—It may be worth adding, that Tischendorf with singular 
inconsistency admits into his text the astronomical contradiction, while he rejects the geographical 

impossibility.—And this may suffice concerning the text of Codices B and K. 


III. We are by this time in a condition to form a truer estimate of the value of the testimony 
borne by these two manuscripts in respect of the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel. If we were 
disposed before to regard their omission of an important passage as a serious matter, we certainly 
cannot any longer so regard it. We have by this time seen enough to disabuse our minds of every 

prejudice. Codd. B and X are the very reverse of infallible guides. Their deflections from the Truth 

of Scripture are more constant, as well as more licentious by far, than those of their younger brethren: 
their unauthorized omissions from the sacred text are not only far more frequent but far more 
flagrant also. And yet the main matter before us,— their omission of the last twelve verses of S. 
Mark’s Gospel ,—when rightly understood, proves to be an entirely different phenomenon from 
what an ordinary reader might have been led to suppose. Attention is specially requested for the 
remarks which follow. 

IV. To say that in the Vatican Codex (B), which is unquestionably the oldest we possess, S. 
Mark’s Gospel ends abruptly at the 8th verse of the xvith chapter, and that the customary subscription 

HA (KATA MAPKON) follows,—is true; but it is far from being the whole truth. It requires to be stated 

87 I in addition that the scribe, whose plan is found to have been to begin every fresh book of the Bible 

at the top of the next ensuing column to that which contained the concluding words of the preceding 
book, has at the close of S. Mark’s Gospel deviated from his else invariable practice, lie has left in 


150 

S. Lu. xxiii. 45:—onep ouSettote itporepov auve(3r|, aAA’ fj ev AiyuTcrcp povov, ore to itaaxa reAaaSoa e'peAAe- kou yap 
EKelva toutcov tuttoi; rjv. (Chrys. vii. 824 C.) 

151 

ottux; 5e pr] EUTtoai tivec; ekAeuJuv rival to yEyEvqpEvov, ev Tfj T£aaap£aKai5£KdTr| qp£pa Tfjq aEArjvqi; ysyovE to okotoc;:—ote 
ekAeuJhv aup(3rjvai aprjxavov. So Victor of Antioch, in his Catena on S. Mark (ed. Possin.) He makes the remark twice: first 
(p. 351) in the midst of an abridgment of the beginning of Chrysostom’s 88th Homily on S. Matthew: next (p. 352) more fully, 
after quoting “the great Dionysius” of Alexandria. See also an interesting passage on the same subject in Cramer’s Catena is 
Matth. p. 237,—from whom derived, I know not; but professing to be from Chrysostom. (Note, that the 10 lines O, dvETuypdtpou, 
beginning p. 236, line 33 = Chrys. vii. 824, D, E.) The very next words in Chrysostom’s published Homily (p. 825 A.) are as 
follows:— '"Ote ywp ouk rjv ekAeuJjk;, aXX' opyrj te teat dyavdKTqai<;, ouk evteuSev povov 5 Xpn aXXa teat aito tou Katpou- 
Tprit; yap wpat; TtapEpEivEV, q 5e ekAeuJik; ev pta yivETat Katpou poitf). —Anyone who would investigate this matter further 
should by all means read Matthaei’s long note on S. Luke xxiii. 45. 
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this place one column entirely vacant. It is the only vacant column in the whole manuscript;—a 
blank space abundantly sufficient to contain the twelve verses which he nevertheless withheld. Why 
did he leave that column vacant? What can have induced the scribe on this solitary occasion to 
depart from his established rule? The phenomenon,—(I believe I was the first to call distinct attention 
to it,)—is in the highest degree significant, and admits of only one interpretation. The older MS. 
from which Cod. B was copied must have infallibly contained the twelve verses in dispute. The 
copyist was instructed to leave them out,—and he obeyed: but he prudently left a blank space in 
memoriam rei. Never was blank more intelligible! Never was silence more eloquent! By this simple 
expedient, strange to relate, the Vatican Codex is made to refute itself even while it seems to be 
bearing testimony against the concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel, by withholding them: for it 
forbids the inference which, under ordinary circumstances, must have been drawn from that omission. 
It does more. By leaving room for the verses it omits, it brings into prominent notice at the end of 
fifteen centuries and a half, a more ancient witness than itself. The venerable Author of the original 
Codex from which Codex B was copied, is thereby brought to view. And thus, our supposed 
adversary (Codex B) proves our most useful ally: for it procures us the testimony of an hitherto 
unsuspected witness. The earlier scribe, I repeat, unmistakably comes forward at this stage of the 
inquiry, to explain that he at least is prepared to answer for the genuineness of these Twelve 
concluding Verses with which the later scribe, his copyist, from his omission of them, might 
unhappily be thought to have been unacquainted. 



It will be perceived that nothing is gained by suggesting that the scribe of Cod. B. may have 
copied from a MS. which exhibited the same phenomenon which he has himself reproduced. This, 

by shifting the question a little further back, does but make the case against Cod. K the stronger. 


But in truth, after the revelation which has been already elicited from Cod. B, the evidence of 

Cod. N may be very summarily disposed of. I have already, on independent grounds, ventured to 
assign to that Codex a somewhat later date than is claimed for the Codex Vaticanus 152 . My opinion 
is confirmed by observing that the Sinaitic contains no such blank space at the end of S. Mark’s 
Gospel as is conspicuous in the Vatican Codex. I infer that the Sinaitic was copied from a Codex 
which had been already mutilated, and reduced to the condition of Cod. B; and that the scribe, only 
because he knew not what it meant, exhibited S. Mark’s Gospel in consequence as if it really had 
no claim to those twelve concluding verses which, nevertheless, every authority we have hitherto 
met with has affirmed to belong to it of right. 


152 

See above, p. 70, and the Appendix (F). 
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Whatever may be thought of the foregoing suggestion, it is at least undeniable that Cod. B and 
Cod. N are at variance on the main point. They contradict one another concerning the twelve 

concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel. For while Cod. K refuses to know anything at all about 

those verses, Cod. B admits that it remembers them well, by volunteering the statement that they 
were found in the older codex, of which it is in every other respect a faithful representative. The 

older and the better manuscript (B), therefore, refutes its junior (X). And it will be seen that logically 

this brings the inquiry to a close, as far as the evidence of the manuscripts is concerned. We have 
referred to the oldest extant copy of the Gospels in order to obtain its testimony: and,—“Though 
without the Twelve Verses concerning which you are so solicitous,” (it seems to. say,) “I yet hesitate 
not to confess to you that an older copy than myself,—the ancient Codex from which I was 
copied,—actually did contain them.” 



The problem may, in fact, be briefly stated as follows. Of the four oldest Codices of the Gospels 

extant,—B, X, A, C,—two (B and X) are without these twelve verses: two (A and C) are with them. 
Are these twelve verses then an unauthorized addition to A and C? or are they an unwarrantable 

omission from B and K? B itself declares plainly that from itself they are an omission. And B is 
the oldest Codex of the Gospel in existence. What candid mind will persist in clinging to the solitary 

fact that from the single Codex X these verses are away, in proof that “S. Mark’s Gospel was at 
first without the verses which at present conclude it?” 


Let others decide, therefore, whether the present discussion has not already reached a stage at 
which an unprejudiced Arbiter might be expected to address the prosecuting parties somewhat to 
the following effect:— 


“This case must now be dismissed. The charge brought by yourselves against these Verses was, 
that they are an unauthorized addition to the second Gospel; a spurious appendix, of which the 
Evangelist S. Mark can have known nothing. But so far from substantiating this charge, you have 
not adduced a single particle of evidence which renders it even probable. 


“The appeal was made by yourselves to Fathers and to MSS. It has been accepted. And with 
what result? 


(a) “Those many Fathers whom you represented as hostile, prove on investigation to be reducible 
to one, viz. Eusebius: and Eusebius, as we have seen, does not say that the verses are spurious, but 
on the contrary labours hard to prove that they may very well be genuine. On the other hand, there 
are earlier Fathers than Eusebius who quote them without any signs of misgiving. In this way, the 
positive evidence in their favour is carried back to the ii nd century. 
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(ib ) “Declining the testimony of the Versions, you insisted on an appeal to MSS. On the MSS., 
in fact, you still make your stand,—or rather you rely on the oldest of them; for, (as you are aware,) 
every MS. in the world except the two oldest are against you. 



“I have therefore questioned the elder of those two MSS.; and it has volunteered the avowal 
that an older MS. than itself— the Codex from which it was copied —was furnished with those very 
Verses which you wish me to believe that some older MS. still must needs have been without. What 
else can be said, then, of your method but that it is frivolous? and of your charge, but that it is 
contradicted by the evidence to which you yourselves appeal? 


“But it is illogical; that is, it is unreasonable, besides. 


“For it is high time to point out that even if it so happened that the oldest known MS. was 
observed to be without these twelve concluding verses, it would still remain a thing unproved (not 
to say highly improbable) that from the autograph of the Evangelist himself they were also away. 
Supposing, further, that no Ecclesiastical writer of the ii nd or iii rd century could be found who quoted 
them: even so, it would not follow that there existed no such verses for a primitive Father to quote. 
The earliest of the Versions might in addition yield faltering testimony; but even so, who would be 
so rash as to raise on such a slender basis the monstrous hypothesis, that S. Mark’s Gospel when 
it left the hands of its inspired Author was without the verses which at present conclude it? How, 
then, would you have proposed to account for the consistent testimony of an opposite kind yielded 
by every other known document in the world? 


“But, on the other hand, what are the facts of the case? (1) The earliest of the Fathers,—(2) the 
most venerable of the Versions,—(3) the oldest MS. of which we can obtain any tidings,— all are 
observed to recognise these Verses. ‘Cadit quaestio’ therefore. The last shadow of pretext has 
vanished for maintaining with Tischendorf that ‘Mark the Evangelist knew nothing of these 
verses:—with Tregelles that ‘The book of Mark himself extends no further than £(po(3ouvro 
yap:’—with Griesbach that ‘the last leaf of the original Gospel was probably torn away.' ... It is 
high time, I say, that this case were dismissed. But there are also costs to be paid. Cod. B and Cod. 

X are convicted of being ‘two false witnesses,’ and must be held to go forth from this inquiry with 
an injured reputation.” 


This entire subject is of so much importance that I must needs yet awhile crave the reader’s 
patience and attention. 



CHAPTER VII. 
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MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY SHEWN TO BE OVERWHELMINGLY IN FAVOUR OF 

THESE VERSES.— Part II. 


The other chief peculiarity of Codices B and X (viz. the omission of the words ev ’Ecpeoto from 

Ephes. i. 1) considered.—Antiquity unfavourable to the omission of those words (p. 

93 ).—The Moderns infelicitous in their attempts to account for their omission (p. 

100 ).—Marcion probably the author of this corruption of the Text of Scripture (p. 

106 ).—Other peculiarities of Codex X disposed of (p. 109). 

THE subject which exclusively occupied our attention throughout the foregoing chapter admits 
of apt and powerful illustration. Its vast importance will be a sufficient apology for the particular 
disquisition which follows, and might have been spared, but for the plain challenge of the famous 
Critic to be named immediately. 

“There are two remarkable readings,” (says Tischendorf, addressing English readers on this 

subject in 1868,) “which are very instructive towards determining the age of the manuscripts [N 
and B), and their authority.” He proceeds to adduce,— 

1. The absence from both, of the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel,—concerning which, 
the reader probably thinks that by this time he has heard enough. Next,— 

2. He appeals to their omission of the words ev ’Ecpeoto from the first verse of S. Paul’s Epistle 
to the Ephesians ,—another peculiarity, in which Codd. X and B stand quite alone among MSS. 

I. Here is an extraordinary note of sympathy between two copies of the New Testament indeed. 
Altogether unique is it: and that it powerfully corroborates the general opinion of their high antiquity, 
— IN no one will deny. But how about “their authority ”? Does the coincidence also raise our opinion of 

92 1 the trustworthiness of the Text, which these two MSS. concur in exhibiting? for that is the question 

which has to be considered,—the only question. The ancientness of a reading is one thing: its 
genuineness, (as I have explained elsewhere,) quite another. The questions are entirely distinct. It 
may even be added that while the one is really of little moment, the latter is of all the importance 

in the world. I am saying that it matters very little whether Codd. K and B were written in the 
beginning of the iv th century, or in the beginning of the v th : whereas it matters much, or rather it 
matters everything, whether they exhibit the Word of God faithfully, or occasionally with scandalous 
license. How far the reading which results from the suppression of the last two words in the phrase 
toiq dyioiq roiq ouoiv ev ’Ecpeoto, is critically allowable or not, I forbear to inquire. That is not the 
point which we have to determine. The one question to be considered is,—May it possibly be the 
true reading of the text after all? Is it any way credible that S. Paul began his Epistle to the Ephesians 
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as follows:—IlauAoc; dfrooToAoc; Tqaou Xpiatou 5ta OeAppaToc; 0eou, roiq ayioic; toTq ouaiv Kcd 
itiotoTc; ev Xpiotco Tqaou? ... If it be eagerly declared in reply that the thing is simply incredible: 
that the words tv ’Ecpeaoo are required for the sense; and that the commonly received reading is no 
doubt the correct one: then,—there is an end of the discussion. Two extraordinary notes of sympathy 
between two Manuscripts will have been appealed to as crucial proofs of the trustworthiness of the 
Text of those Manuscripts: (for of their high Antiquity , let me say it once more, there can be no 
question whatever:) and it will have been proved in one case,—admitted in the other,—that the 
omission is unwarrantable. —If, however, on the contrary, it be maintained that the words tv ’Ecpsooj 
probably had no place in the original copy of this Epistle, but are to be regarded as an unauthorized 
addition to it,—then, (as in the case of the Twelve Verses omitted from the end of S. Mark’s Gospel, 
and which it was also pretended are an unauthorized supplement,) we demand to be shewn the 
evidence on the strength of which this opinion is maintained, in order that we may ascertain what 
it is precisely worth. 


Tischendorf,—the illustrious discoverer and champion of Codex K. and who is accustomed to 

appeal triumphantly to its omission of the words tv ’Ecpeaop as the other conclusive proof of the 
trustworthiness of its text,—may be presumed to be the most able advocate it is likely to meet with, 
as well as the man best acquainted with what is to be urged in its support. From him, we learn that 
the evidence for the omission of the words in question is as follows:—“In the beginning of the 
Epistle to the Ephesians we read, ‘to the saints which are at Ephesus;’ but Marcion (A.D. 130-140), 
did not find the words ‘at Ephesus’ in his copy. The same is true of Origen (A.D. 185-254); and 
Basil the Great (who died A.D. 379), affirmed that those words were wanting in old copies. And 
this omission accords very well with the encyclical or general character of the Epistle. At the present 
day, our ancient Greek MSS., and all ancient Versions, contain the words at Ephesus;’ yea (sic), 
even Jerome knew no copy with a different reading. Now, only the Sinaitic and the Vatican 
correspond with the old copies of Basil, and those of Origen and Marcion 153 .”—This then is the 
sum of the evidence. Proceed we to examine it somewhat in detail. 

(1) And first, I take leave to point out that the learned writer is absolutely without authority for 
his assertion that “Marcion did not find the words tv ’Ecpeaoo in his copy” of S. Paul’s Epistle to 
the Ephesians. Tischendorf’s one pretence for saying so is Tertullian’s statement that certain heretics, 
(Marcion he specifies by name,) had given to S. Paul’s “Epistle to the Ephesians” the unauthorized 
title of “Epistle to the Laodiceans 154 .” This, (argues Tischendorf,) Marcion could not have done 


153 

Tischendorf s “ Introduction ” to his (Tauchnitz) edition of the English N. T., 1869,—p. xiii. 

154 

“Epistola quam nos ‘ad Ephesios’ praescriptam habemus, haeretici vero ‘ad Laodicenos.”’ Adv. Marcion. lib. v. c. xi, p. 
309 (ed. Oehler.) 
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had he found sv ’Ecpeaoo in the first verse 155 . But the proposed inference is clearly invalid. For, with 
~what show of reason can Marcion,—whom Tertullian taxes with having dared “titulum interpolare ” 
94 | in the case of S. Paul’s “Epistle to the Ephesians,”—be therefore, assumed to have read the first 
verse differently from ourselves? Rather is the directly opposite inference suggested by the very 
language in which Tertullian (who was all but the contemporary of Marcion) alludes to the 
circumstance 156 . 



Those, however, who would really understand the work of the heretic, should turn from the 
African Father,—(who after all does but say that Marcion and his crew feigned concerning S. Paul’s 
Epistle to the Ephesians, that it was addressed to the Laodiceans ,)—and betake themselves to the 
pages of Epiphanius, who lived about a century and a half later. This Father had for many years 
made Marcion’s work his special study 157 , and has elaborately described it, as well as presented us 
with copious extracts from it 158 . And the account in Epiphanius proves that Tischendorf is mistaken 
in the statement which he addresses to the English reader, (quoted above;) and that he would have 
better consulted for his reputation if he had kept to the “ut videtur” with which (in his edition of 


155 

“‘Titulum’ enim ‘adLaodicenos ’ ut addidisse accusatur a Tertulliano, ita in salutatione verba ev ’Etpeato omnino non legisse 
censendus est.” (N. T. in loco.) 

156 

“Ecelesiae quidem veritate Epistolam istam 'ad Ephesios’ habemus emissam, non ‘ad Laodicenos;’ sed Marcion ei titulum 
aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator.” Adv. Marcion. lib. v. c. xvii, pp. 322-3 (ed. Oehler.) 

157 

onto erwv iKavwv. (Epiphan. Opp. i. 310 C.) 

158 

He describes its structure minutely at vol. i. pp. 309-310. and front pp. 312-7; 318-321. [Note, by the way, the gross blunder 
which has crept into the printed text of Epiphanius at p. 321 D: pointed out long since by Jones, On the Canon, ii. 38.] His plan 
is excellent. Marcion had rejected every Gospel except S. Luke’s, and of S. Paul’s Epistles had retained only ten,—viz. (1st) 
Galatians, (2nd and 3rd) I and II Corinthians, (4th) Romans, (5th and 6th) I and II Thessalonians, (7th) Ephesians, (8th) Colossians, 
(9th) Philemon, (10th) Philippians. Even these he had mutilated and depraved. And yet out of that one mutilated Gospel, 
Epiphanius selects 78 passages, (pp. 312-7), and out of those ten mutilated Epistles, 40 passages more (pp. 318-21); by means 
of which 118 texts he undertakes to refute the heresy of Marcion. (pp. 322-50: 350-74.) [It will be perceived that Tertullian goes 
over Marcion’s work in much the same way.] . . Very beautiful, and well worthy of the student’s attention, (though it comes 
before us in a somewhat incorrect form,) is the remark of Epiphanius concerning the living energy of God&#8217;s Word, even 
when dismembered and exhibited in a fragmentary shape. "OAou yap rou atbparoq (wvroq, tlx; ettteTv, rrjq Oeiaq ypacpfjq, ttoTov 

quptatce (sc. Marcion) peAoq vetcpov Kara rrjv aurou yvwpqv, tva JtapetaaYayri v|>eu5o<; Kara rrjq dAqOetaq;_raxpeKovJje JtoAAa 

rwv peAwv, Kareaxe 5e evta rtva trap’ eauror Kat aura 5e ra KaraaxeOtvra ert (wvra ou Suvarat veKpouaOat, aXX eke! p£v to 
( cortKOv trjq EptpaaEux;, Kav re puptwq trap’ aurw Kara Aetttov aJtorpqOstq. (p. 375 B.) 

He seems to say of Marcion,— 
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1859) he originally broached his opinion. It proves in fact to be no matter of opinion at all. 
Epiphanius states distinctly that the Epistle to the Ephesians was one of the ten Epistles of S. Paul 
which Marcion retained. In his “Apostolicon,” or collection of the (mutilated) Apostolical Epistles, 
the “Epistle to the Ephesians,” (identified by the considerable quotations which Epiphanius makes 
from it 159 ,) stood (he says) seventh in order; while the (so called) “Epistle to the Laodiceans,”—a 
distinct composition therefore,—had the eleventh , that is, the last place assigned to it 160 . That this 
latter Epistle contained a corrupt exhibition of Ephes. iv. 5 is true enough. Epiphanius records the 
fact in two places 161 . But then it is to be borne in mind that he charges Marcion with having derived 
that quotation from the Apocryphal Epistle to the Laodiceans 162 ; instead of taking it, as he ought to 
have done, from the genuine Epistle to the Ephesians. The passage, when faithfully exhibited, (as 
Epiphanius points out,) by its very form refutes the heretical tenet which the context of Marcion’s 
spurious epistle to the Laodiceans was intended to establish; and which the verse in question, in its 
interpolated form, might seem to favour 163 .—I have entered into this whole question more in detail 
perhaps than was necessary: but I was determined to prove that Tischendorf’s statement that 
“Marcion (A.D. 130-140) did not find the words ‘at Ephesus’ in his copy,”—is absolutely without 


Fool! to suppose thy shallow wits 

Could quench a life like that. Go, learn 
That cut into ten thousand bits 

Yet every bit would breathe and burn! 

159 

He quotes Ephes. ii. 11. 12, 13, 14: v. 14: v. 31. (See Epiphanius, Opp. p. 318 and 371-2.) 

160 

Ibid. p. 318 C (= 371 B), and 319 A (= 374 A.) 

161 

Ibid. p. 319 and 374. But note, that through error in the copies, or else through inadvertence in the Editor, the depravation 
commented on at p. 374 B, C, is lost sight of at p. 319 B. 

162 

See below, at the end of the next note. 

163 

npoaeSero 5e ev rw iSiw AtiootoAikw KaAoupevw Kai tfjt; KaAoupevqi; itpot; AaoSiKeat;:—“Eiq Kupioq, pia mariq, ev 
fSarmapa, eiq Xpiarot;, ei<; 0eo<;, Kai narf|p Ttavrwv, 6 ha Ttavrwv Kai 5ta itavrcov Kai ev Ttaaiv.” (Epiphan. Opp. vol. i. p. 374.) 
Here is obviously a hint of rpttov avapxwv apxwv Siacpopat; itpot; aAArjAat; exouawv: [Mapwwvoi; yap tou paraiocppovot; 
SiSaypa, eic; Tpeu; apxat; trjq povapxiat; Topqv Kai Siaipeaiv. Athanas. i. 231 E.] but, (says Epiphanius), oux out ox; e'xet r| tou 
dyiou AttootoAou uiteSeaii; Kai qatpaAiapevov Krjpuypa. aXXa aAAux; raxp8a to aov itoirjTeupa. Then he contrasts with the 
‘fabrication’ of Marcion, the inspired verity,—Eph. iv. 6: declaring eva Oeov, tov aurov itarepa JtavTWV,— tov aurov eiti JtavTtov, 
Kai hi Jtaat, k.t.A, —p. 374 C. 

Epiphanius reproaches Marcion with having obtained materials ektoi; tou EuayyeAiou Kai tou AttootoAou' ou yap e5o(e 
tw eAeetvoTaTtp Maprawvi aito tt|<; Tcpoq ’Etpeaiout; TauTqv tt)v papTupiav Aeyetv, (sc. the words quoted above,) aXXa Trj<; Jtpot; 
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foundation. It is even contradicted by the known facts of the case. I shall have something more to 
say about Marcion by-and-by; who, it is quite certain, read the text of Ephes. i. 1 exactly as we do. 

(2.) The only Father who so expresses himself as to warrant the inference that the words ev 
’Ecpeotp were absent from his copy, is Origen, in the beginning of the third century. “Only in the 
case of the Ephesians,” (he writes), “do we meet with the expression ‘the Saints which are:’ and 
we inquire,—Unless that additional phrase be simply redundant, what can it possibly signify? 
Consider, then, whether those who have been partakers of His nature who revealed Himself to 
Moses by the Name of I am, may not, in consequence of such union with Him, be designated as 

‘those which are :’ persons, called out, of a state of not- being, so to speak, into a state of 

being 164 . ”—Origen had read roiq ayioic; role; oucnv ev ’Ecpeaco in his copy, it is to me incredible that 
he would have gone so very far out of his way to miss the sense of such a plain, and in fact, 
— IX unmistakable an expression. Bishop Middleton, and Michaelis before him,— reasoning however 

97 | only from the place in Basil , (to be quoted immediately,)—are unwilling to allow that the words 

ev ’Ecpeotp were ever away from the text. It must be admitted as the obvious inference from what 
Jerome has delivered on this subject (infra, p. 98 note (s)) that he, too, seems to know nothing of 

the reading (if reading it can be called) of Codd. B and K. 

(3) The influence which Origen’s writings exercised over his own and the immediately 
succeeding ages of the Church, was prodigious. Basil, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, writing 
against the heresy of Eunomius about 150 years later,—although he read ev ’Ecpeotp in his own 
copy of S. Paul’s Epistles,—thought fit to avail himself of Origen’s suggestion. It suited his purpose. 
He was proving the eternal existence of the Son of God. Even not to know God (he remarks) is not 
to be: in proof of which, he quotes S. Paul’s words in 1 Cor. i. 28:—“Things which are not, hath 
God chosen.” “Nay,” (he proceeds,) the same S. Paul, “in his Epistle to the Ephesians, inasmuch 
as he is addressing persons who by intimate knowledge were truly joined to Him who ‘is,’ designates 
them specially as ‘those which are :’ saying,—‘To the Saints which are, and faithful in Christ 
Jesus.” That this fancy was not original, Basil makes no secret. He derived it, (he says,) from those 
who were before us;” a plain allusion to the writings of Origen. But neither was the reading his 


AaoStKeou;, rfjc; pi) ouar|<; ev rw ’AttootoAco. (p. 375 A.) (Epiphanius here uses AttootoAoc; in its technical sense,—viz. as 
synonymous with S. Paul's Epistles.) 

’Qptyevr|<; 5e cpr|ai,—'Em povwv ’Etpeattov eupopev xelpevov to “tou; ayiou; tou; ouar” teat (r|T 0 upev, et pi) TtapeAxet 
TtpoaKeipevov to “tou; aytou; tou; ouat,” Tt Suvarat aripouveiv; opa ouv el pi) wattep ev Tfj 'E(65u> ovopa cppaiv eaurau 6 
XpnpaTi^tov Mwaet to v QN outux; oi peTexovTet; tou ovtoc; ylvovTOt “ovtci;,” rcaAoupevot otovet Ik tou prj eivat etc; to eivat. 
“e^eAe^aTO yap 6 0eo<; ra pi) ovto,” <pr|aiv 6 auTOt; nauAot;, “tva to ovto KaTOpyrjari.”—Cramer’s Catena in Ephes. i. 1,—vol. 
vi. p. 102. 
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own, either. This is evident. He had found it, he says,—(an asseveration indispensable to the validity 
of his argument,)—but only after he had made search 165 ,—“z>z the old copies 166 .” No doubt, Origen’s 
strange fancy must have been even unintelligible to Basil when first he met with it. In plain terms, 
it sounds to this day incredibly foolish,—when read apart from the mutilated text which alone 
suggested it to Origen’s fervid imagination. —But what there is in all this to induce us to suspect 
— IN that Origen’s reading was after all the right one, and ours the wrong, I profess myself wholly at 

98 | a loss to discover. Origen himself complains bitterly of the depraved state of the copies in his time; 

and attributes it (1) to the carelessness of the scribes: (2) to the rashness of correctors of the text: 

(3) to the licentiousness of individuals, adopting some of these corrections and rejecting others, 
according to their own private caprice 167 . 

(4) Jerome, a man of severer judgment in such matters than either Origen or Basil, after 
rehearsing the preceding gloss, (but only to reject it,) remarks that “certain persons” had been 
“over-fanciful” in putting it forth. He alludes probably to Origen, whose Commentary on the 
Ephesians, in three books, he expressly relates that he employed 168 : but he does not seem to have 
apprehended that Origen’s text was without the words ev ’Ecpeoto. If he was acquainted with 
Origen’s text, (of which, however, his writings afford no indication,) it is plain that he disapproved 
of it. Others, he says, understand S. Paul to say not “the Saints which are:” but,—“the Saints and 
faithful which are at Ephesus 169 .” 

(5) The witnesses have now all been heard: and I submit that there has been elicited from their 
united evidence nothing at all calculated to shake our confidence in the universally received reading 
of Ephesians i. 1. The facts of the case are so scanty that they admit of being faithfully stated in a 
single sentence. Two MSS. of the iv th century, (exhibiting in other respects several striking notes 


Consider S. John i. 42, 44, 46: v. 14: ix. 35: xii. 14, &c. 

166 

’AKXa Kai ton; ’Ecpearow; enxaxeXXov (bq Yvr|ai'to<; fivtopevoiq rw ’'Ovn 5i etuyvuxjeux;, “ovraq” autoiiq iStaijovrcoq wvopaaev, 
£iJtd>v “role; ayiotq role; oral, Kai Ttiarolq £v Xpiarw ’Ir|aou.” ourco yap Kai oi ttpo qpwv jtapa5£5d)Kaai, Kai f|p£lq £v ton; JtaAaioTq 
rwv dvTvypdcpwv EupqKapev. Note also what immediately follows. (Basil Opp. p. 254 E, 255 A. ) 

167 

See the places quoted by Scrivener, Introd. pp. 381-91; particularly p. 385. 

168 

Hieron. Opp. vol. vii. p. 543:—“Illud quoque in Praefatione commoneo, ut ciatis Origenem tria volumina in hanc Epistolam 
conscripsisse, quem et nos ex parte sequuti surnus.” 

169 

“Quidam curiosius quam necesse est putant ex eo quod Moysi dictum est ‘Haec dices filiis Israel, Quiest misit me,’ etiam 
eos qui Ephesi aunt [Note this. Cf. “qui aunt Ephesi,” Vulg.\ sancti et fideles, essentiae vocabulo nuncupatos: ut. . . ab Eo ‘qui 
est,’ hi ‘qui sunt’ appellentur .... Alii vero simpliciter, non ad eos ‘qui sint,’ sed ‘qui Ephesi sancti et fideles sint’ scriptum 
arbitrantur.” Hieron. Opp. vii. p. 545 A, B. 
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of vicious sympathy,) are found to conspire in omitting a clause in Ephesians i. 1, which, (necessary 
as it is to the sense,) may be inferred to have been absent from Origen’s copy: and Basil testifies 
— IX that it was absent from “the old copies” to which he himself obtained access. This is really the 

99 | whole of the matter: in which it is much to be noted that Origen does not say that he approved of 

this reading. Still less does Basil. They both witness to the fact that the words tv ’Ecpeaoo were 

omitted from some copies of the iii rd century, just as Codd. B and K; witness to the same fact in 
the iv th . But what then? Origen is known occasionally to go out of his way to notice readings 
confessedly worthless; and, why not here? For not only is the text all but unintelligible if the words 
tv ’Ecpecu) be omitted: but (what is far more to the purpose) the direct evidence of all the copies, 
whether uncial or cursive 170 ,—and of all the Versions,—is against the omission. In the face of this 

overwhelming mass of unfaltering evidence to insist that Codd. B and K must yet be accounted 

right, and all the rest of Antiquity wrong, is simply irrational. To uphold the authority, in respect 
of this nonsensical reading, of two MSS. confessedly untrustworthy in countless other 
places,—against all the MSS.— all the Versions,—is nothing else but an act of vulgar prejudice. I 
venture to declare,—(and with this I shall close the discussion and dismiss the subject,)—that there 
does not exist one single instance in the whole of the New Testament of a reading even probably 
correct in which the four following notes of spurious origin concur,—which nevertheless are 
observed to attach to the two readings which have been chiefly discussed in the foregoing pages: 
viz. 

1. The adverse testimony of all the uncicd MSS. except two. 

2. The adverse testimony of all, or very nearly all, the cursive MSS. 

3. The adverse testimony of cdl the Versions, without exception. 

4. The adverse testimony of the oldest Ecclesiasticcd Writers. 

To which if I do not add, as I reasonably might,— 

5. The highest inherent improbability ,— 



The cursive “Cod. N°. 67**” (or “67"”) is improperly quoted as “omitting” (Tisch.) these words. The reference is to a MS. 
in the Imperial Library at Vienna, (Nessel 302: Larnbec. 34, which = our Paul 67), collated by Alter (N. T. 1786, vol. ii. pp. 
415-558), who says of it (p. 496),— “cod. tv ecpeau) punctis notat.” The MS. must have a curious history. H. Treschow describes 
it in his Tentamen Descriptionis Codd. aliquot Graece, &c. Havn. 1773, pp. 62-73.—Also, A. C. Hwiid in his Libellus Criticus 
de indole Cod. N. T. Graeci N. T. Lambec. xxxiv. &c. Havn. 1785.—It appears to have been corrected by some Critic,—perhaps 
from Cod. B itself. 
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it is only because I desire to treat this question purely as one of Evidence. 



II. Learned men have tasked their ingenuity to account for the phenomenon on which we have 
been bestowing so many words. The endeavour is commendable; but I take leave to remark in 
passing that if we are to set about discovering reasons at the end of fifteen hundred years for every 
corrupt reading which found its way into the sacred text during the first three centuries subsequent 
to the death of S. John, we shall have enough to do. Let any one take up the Codex Bezae, (with 
which, by the way, Cod. B shows marvellous sympathy 171 ,) and explain if he can why there is a 
grave omission, or else a gross interpolation, in almost every page; and how it comes to pass that 
Cod. D “reproduces the ‘textus receptus’ of the Acts much in the same way that one of the best 
Chaldee Targums does the Hebrew of the Old Testament; so wide are the variations in the diction, 
so constant and inveterate the practice of expounding the narrative by means of interpolations which 
seldom recommend themselves as genuine by even a semblance of internal probability 172 ,” Our 
business as Critics is not to invent theories to account for the errors of Copyists; but rather to 
ascertain where they have erred, where not. What with the inexcusable depravations of early 
Heretics,—the preposterous emendations of ancient Critics,—the injudicious assiduity of 
Harmonizers,—the licentious caprice of individuals;—what with errors resulting from the 
inopportune recollection of similar or parallel places,—or from the familiar phraseology of the 
Ecclesiastical Lections,—or from the inattention of Scribes,—or from marginal glosses;—however 
arising, endless are the corrupt readings of the oldest MSS. in existence; and it is by no means safe 
to follow up the detection of a depravation of the text with a theory to account for its existence. Let 
me be allowed to say that such theories are seldom satisfactory. Guesses only they are at best. 

Thus, I profess myself wholly unable to accept the suggestion of Ussher,—(which, however, 
found favour with Gamier (Basil’s editor), Bengel, Benson, and Michaelis; and has since been not 
only eagerly advocated by Conybeare and Howson following a host of German Critics, but has 
even enjoyed Mr. Scrivener’s distinct approval;)—that the Epistle to the Ephesians “was a Circular 
addressed to other Asiatic Cities besides the capital Ephesus,—to Laodicea perhaps among the rest 
(Col. iv. 16); and that while some Codices may have contained the name of Ephesus in the first 
verse, others may have had another city substituted, or the space after roiq ovcivleft utterly void m .” 
At first sight, this conjecture has a kind of interesting plausibility which recommends it to our 
favour. On closer inspection,—(i) It is found to be not only gratuitous; but (ii) altogether unsupported 


171 


So indeed does Cod. X occasionally. See Scrivener’s Collation, p. xlix. 


172 

Scrivener’s Introduction to Codex Bezae, p. liv. 

173 

Scrivener, Coll, of Cod. Sin. p. xlv. 
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and unsanctioned by the known facts of the case; and (what is most to the purpose) (iii) it is, as I 
humbly think, demonstrably erroneous. I demur to it,— 

(1) Because of its exceeding Improbability: for (a) when S. Paul sent his Epistle to the Ephesians 
we know that Tychicus, the bearer of it 174 , was charged with a distinct Epistle to the Colossians 175 : 
an Epistle nevertheless so singularly like the Epistle to the Ephesians that it is scarcely credible S. 
Paul would have written those two several Epistles to two of the Churches of Asia, and yet have 
sent only a duplicate of one of them, (that to the Ephesians,) furnished with a different address, to 
so large and important a place as Laodicea, for example. ( b ) Then further, the provision which S. 
Paul made at this very time for communicating with the Churches of Asia which he did not separately 
address is found to have been different. The Laodiceans were to read in their public assembly S. 
Paul’s “ Epistle to the Colossians ,” which the Colossians were ordered to send them. The Colossians 

HA in like manner were to read the Epistle,—(to whom addressed, we know not),—which S. Paul 

102 1 describes as rqv eve AaoSiKeiac; 176 . If then it had been S. Paul’s desire that the Laodiceans (suppose) 

should read publicly in their Churches his Epistle to the Ephesians, surely, he would have charged 
the Ephesians to procure that his Epistle to them should be read in the Church of the Laodiceans. 
Why should the Apostle be gratuitously assumed to have simultaneously adopted one method with 
the Churches of Colosse and Laodicea,—another with the Churches of Ephesus and Laodicea,—in 
respect of his epistolary communications? 

(2) (a) But even supposing, for argument’s sake, that S. Paul did send duplicate copies of his 
Epistle to the Ephesians to certain of the principal Churches of Asia Minor,—why should he have 
left the salutation blank , (“carta bianca,” as Bengel phrases it 177 ,) for Tychicus to fill up when he 
got into Asia Minor? And yet, by the hypothesis, nothing short of this would account for the reading 

of Codd. B and & 

(b) Let the full extent of the demand which is made on our good nature be clearly appreciated. 
We are required to believe that there was (1) A copy of what we call S. Paul’s “Epistle to the 
Ephesians “sent into Asia Minor by S. Paul with a blank address; i.e. “with the space after roiq 
ouoiv left utterly void:” (2) That Tychicus neglected to fill up that blank: and, (what is remarkable) 

(3) That no one was found to fill it up for him. Next, (4) That the same copy became the fontal 


174 

Eph. vi. 21, 22. 

175 

Coloss. iv. 7, 16. 

176 

Ubi supra, 
in 

Gnomon , in Ephes. i. 1, ad init. 
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source of the copy seen by Origen, and (5) Of the “old copies” seen by Basil; as well as (6) Of 

Codd. B and And even this is not all. The same hypothesis constrains us to suppose that, on the 

contrary, (7) One other copy of this same “Encyclical Epistle,” filled up with the Ephesian address, 
became the archetype of every other copy of this Epistle in the world .... But of what nature, (I 
would ask,) is the supposed necessity for building up such a marvellous structure of hypothesis,—of 
which the top story overhangs and overbalances all the rest of the edifice? The thing which puzzles 



us in Codd. B and ^ is not that we find the name of another City in the salutation of S. Paul’s 

“Epistle to the Ephesians,” but that we find the name of no city at all; nor meet with any vacant 
space there. 

(c) On the other hand, supposing that S. Paul actually did address to different Churches copies 
of the present Epistle, and was scrupulous (as of course he was) to fill in the addresses himself 
before the precious documents left his hands,—then, doubtless, each several Church would have 
received, cherished, and jealously guarded its own copy. But if this had been the case, (or indeed 
if Tychicus had filled up the blanks for the Apostle,) is it not simply incredible that we should never 
have heard a word about the matter until now? unaccountable, above all, that there should nowhere 
exist traces of conflicting testimony as to the Church to which S. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians 
was addressed? whereas all the most ancient writers, without exception,—(Marcion himself 
[A.D.140 178 ], the “Muratorian” fragment [A.D. 170 or earlier], Irenaeus [A.D.175], Clemens 
Alexandrinus, Tertullian, Origen, Dionysius Alexandrinus, Cyprian, Eusebius,)—and all copies 


wheresoever found, give one unvarying, unfaltering witness. Even in Cod. B. and Cod. K. (and this 

is much to be noted,) the superscription of the Epistle attests that it was addressed “to the Ephesians.” 
Can we be warranted (I would respectfully inquire) in inventing facts in the history of an Apostle’s 
practice, in order to account for what seems to be after all only an ordinary depravation of his 

text 179 ? 


See above, pp. 93-6. As for the supposed testimony of Ignatius (ad Ephes. c. xii.), see the notes, ed. Jacobson. See also 
Lardner, vol. ii. 

e. Let it be clearly understood by the advocates of this expedient for accounting for the state of the text of Codd. D. and X., 
that nothing whatever is gained for the credit of those two MSS. by their ingenuity. Even if we grant them all they ask, the 
Codices in question remain, by their own admission, defective. 

Quite plain is it, by the very hypothesis, that one of two courses alone remains open to them in editing the text: either (1) 
To leave a blank space after ro'it; ouatv: or else, (2) To let the words ev ’Etpeau) stand,—which I respectfully suggest is the wisest 
thing they can do. [For with Conybeare and Howson ( Life and Letters ofS. Paul, ii. 491), to eject the words “at Ephesus” from 
the text of Ephes. i. 1, and actually to substitute in their room the words “in Laodicea,”—is plainly abhorrent to every principle 
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(3) But, in fact, it is high time to point out that such “c/ Circular ” as was described above, (each 
copy furnished with a blank, to be filled up with the name of a different City,) would be a document 
without parallel in the annals of the primitive Church. It is, as far as I am aware, essentially a modern 
notion. I suspect, in short, that the suggestion before us is only another instance of the fatal 
misapprehension which results from the incautious transfer of the notions suggested by some 
familiar word in a living language to its supposed equivalent in an ancient tongue. Thus, because 
kukAioc; or ey^UKAioq confessedly signifies “circularis,” it seems to be imagined that eykukAioc; 
sirioroAri may mean “a Circular Letter.” Whereas it really means nothing of the sort; but—“a 
Catholic Epistle 180 .” 

An “ Encyclical ,” (and that is the word which has been imported into the present discussion), 
was quite a different document from what we call “a Circular.” Addressed to no one Church or 
person in particular, it was Catholic or General,—the common property of all to whom it came. 
The General (or Catholic) Epistles of S. James, S. Peter, S. John are “Encyclical 181 .” So is the 
well-known Canonical Epistle which Gregory, Bp. of Neocaesaraea in Pontus, in the middle of the 
third century, sent to the Bishops of his province 182 . As for “a blank circular ,” to be filled up with 
the words “in Ephesus,” “in Laodicea,” &c.,—its like (I repeat) is wholly unknown in the annals 
io 5 | of Ecclesiastical Antiquity. The two notions are at all events inconsistent and incompatible. If S. 



of rational criticism. The remarks of C. and H. on this subject (pp. 486 ff) have been faithfully met and sufficiently disposed of 
by Dean Alford (vol. iii. Prolegg. pp.13-8); who infers, "in accordance with the prevalent belief of the Church in all ages, that 
this Epistle was veritably addressed to the Saints is Ephesus, and to no other Church.”] In the former case, they will be exhibiting 
a curiosity; viz. they will be shewing us how (they think) a duplicate (“carts bianca”) copy of the Epistle looked with "the space 
after row; ouatv left utterly void:" in the latter, they will be representing the archetypal copy which was sent to the Metropolitan 
see of Ephesus. But by printing the text thus,—tow; ayiott; rou; ouatv [ev ’Etpeaui] teat tiiatou; k.t.A., they are acting on an entirely 

different theory. They are merely testifying their mistrust of the text of every MS. in the world except Codd. B and X. This is 
clearly to forsake the “Encyclical” hypothesis altogether, and to put Ephes. i. 1 on the same footing as any other disputed text 
of Scripture which can be named. 

180 

’EytcuicAtov etuaroArjv, vel eyKutcAta ypappara Christophorsonus et alii interpretantur literas circulares: ego cum viris 
doctis malim Epistolas vel literas publicas, ad omnes fideles pertinentes, quas Graeci alias vocant etuaroAdt; Ka0oAtKa<;.—Suicer 
in voce. 

181 

KaSoAttcat Aeyovrat aurat, otovet eytcuKAtot.—See Suicer in voce, ’EyKutcAtot;. 

182 

Routh's Reliquiaa, vol. iii. p.266.—“Turn ex Conciliis, turn ex aliis Patrum scriptis notum est, consuevisse primos Ecclesiae 
Patres acta et decreta Conciliorum passim ad omnes Dei Ecclesias mittere per epistolas, quas non uniprivatim dicarunt, sod 
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Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians was “a Circular,” then it was not “Encyclical:” if it was “Encyclical” 
then it was not “a Circular.” 



Are we then deliberately to believe, (for to this necessity we are logically reduced,) that the 
Epistle which occupies the fifth place among S. Paul’s writings, and which from the beginning of 
the second century,—that is, from the very dawn of Historical evidence,—has been known as “the 
Epistle to the Ephesians,” was an “Encyclical,” “Catholic “or “General Epistle,”—addressed roiq 
ayioic; roiq ouaiv, Kcd moroTc; tv Xpiarto Tpaou? There does not live the man who will accept so 
irrational a supposition. The suggestion therefore by which it has been proposed to account for the 
absence of the words tv ’Ecp too) in Ephes. i. 1 is not only in itself in the highest degree improbable, 
and contradicted by all the evidence to which we have access; but it is even inadmissible on critical 
grounds, and must be unconditionally surrendered 183 . It is observed to collapse before every test 
which can be applied to it. 

III. Altogether marvellous in the meantime it is to me,—if men must needs account for the 
omission of the words tv ’Ecpeoto from this place,—that they should have recourse to wild, 


publice describi ab omnibus, dividi passim et pervulgari, atque cum omnibus populis communicari voluerunt. Hac igitur epistolae 
eyKOKAioi vocatae sunt, quia kukAoce, quoquo versum et in omnem partem mittebantur.”—Suicer in voc. 

“On the whole,” says Bishop Middleton, ( Doctrine of the Greek Art. p. 355) “I see nothing so probable as the opinion of 
Macknight (on Col. iv. 16,)—‘that the Apostle sent the Ephesians word by Tychicus, who carried their letter, to send a copy of 
it to the Laodiceans; with an order to them to communicate it to the Colossians.’”—This suggestion is intended to meet another 
difficulty, and leaves the question of the reading of Ephes. i. 1 untouched. It proposes only to explain what S. Paul means by the 
enigmatical expression which is found in Col. iv. 16. 

Macknight’s suggestion, though it has found favour with many subsequent Divines, appears to me improbable in a high 
degree. S. Paul is found not to have sent the Colossians “word by Tychicus, who carried their letter, to send a copy of it to the 
Laodiceans.” He charged them, himself, to do so. Why? at the same instant, is the Apostle to be thought to have adopted two 
such different methods of achieving one and the same important end? And why, instead of this roundabout method of 
communication, were not the Ephesians ordered,—if not by S. Paul himself, at least by Tychicus,—to send a copy of their Epistle 
to Colosse direct? And why do we find the Colossians charged to read publicly Tqv £K Aao5tK£ta<;, which (by the hypothesis) 
would have been only a copy,—instead of rf|v £^ ’EtpEoou, which, (by the same hypothesis,) would have been the original? Nay, 
why is it not designated by S. Paul, rr|v itpot; ’Etpaptout;,—(if indeed it was his Epistle to the Ephesians which is alluded to,) 
instead of rfiv £K Aao5tK£ta<;; which would hardly be an intelligible way of indicating the document? Lastly, why are not the 
Colossians ordered to communicate a copy of their Epistle to the illustrious Church of the Ephesians also, which had been 
originally addressed by S. Paul? If the Colossians must needs read the Epistle (so like their own) which the Apostle had just 
written to the Ephesians, surely the Ephesians must also be supposed to have required a sight of the Epistle which S. Paul had 
at the same time written to the Colossians! 
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improbable, and wholly unsupported theories, like those which go before; while an easy,—I was 
going to say the obvious,—solution of the problem is close at hand, and even solicits acceptance. 

Marcion the heretic, (A.D. 140) is distinctly charged by Tertullian (A.D. 200), and by Jerome 
a century and a half later, with having abundantly mutilated the text of Scripture, and of S. Paul’s 
Epistles in particular. Epiphanius compares the writing which Marcion tampered with to a moth-eaten 
coat 184 . “Instead of a stylus,” (says Tertullian,) “Marcion employed a knife.” “What wonder if he 
omits syllables, since often he omits whole pages 185 ?” S. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, Tertullian 
even singles out by name; accusing Marcion of having furnished it with a new title. All this has 
been fully explained above, from page 93 to page 96. 



Now, that Marcion recognised as S. Paul’s Epistle “to the Ephesians” that Apostolical writing 
which stands fifth in our Canon, (but which stood seventh in his,) is just as certain as that he 
recognised as such S. Paul’s Epistles to the Galatians, Corinthians, Romans, Thessalonians, 
Colossians, Philippians. All this has been fully explained in a preceding page 186 . 

But it is also evident that Marcion put forth as S. Paul’s another Epistle,—of which all we know 
for certain is, that it contained portions of the Epistle to the Ephesians, and purported to be addressed 
by S. Paul “to the Laodiceans.” To ascertain with greater precision the truth of this matter at the 
end of upwards of seventeen centuries is perhaps impossible. Nor is it necessary. Obvious is it to 
suspect that not only did this heretical teacher at some period of his career prefix a new heading to 
certain copies of the Epistle to the Ephesians, but also that some of his followers industriously 
erased from certain other copies the words ev ’Ecpeaco in ver. 1,—as being the only two words in 
the entire Epistle which effectually refuted their Master. It was not needful, (be it observed,) to 
multiply copies of the Epistle for the propagation of Marcion’s deceit. Only two words had to be 
erased,— the very two words whose omission we are trying to account for ,—in order to give some 
colour to his proposed attribution of the Epistle, (“quasi in isto diligentissimus explorator,”)—to 
the Laodiceans. One of these mutilated copies will have fallen into the hands of Origen,—who 
often complains of the corrupt state of his text: while the critical personages for whom Cod. B and 


Cod. ^ were transcribed will probably have been acquainted with other such mutilated copies. Are 
we not led, as it were by the hand, to take some such view of the case? In this way we account 


184 

Epiphan. Opp. i. 311 D. 

185 

“Marcion exerte et palam machaera non stilo usus est, quoniam ad materiam suam caedem Scripturarum confecit.” (Tertullian 
Praescript. Haer. c. 38, p. 50.) “Non miror si syllabas subtrahit, cum paginas totas plerumque subducat.” (Adv. Marcion. lib. v, 
c. xvii, p. 455.) 

186 

See above p. 95, and see note (f) p. 94. 
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satisfactorily, and on grounds of historic evidence, for the omission which has exercised the Critics 
so severely. 

I do not lose sight of the fact that the Epistle to the Ephesians ends without salutations, without 
personal notices of any kind. But in this respect it is not peculiar 187 . That ,—joined to a singular 
absence of identifying allusion,—sufficiently explains why Marcion selected this particular Epistle 
for the subject of his fraud. But, to infer from this circumstance, in defiance of the Tradition of the 
Church Universal, and in defiance of its very Title, that the Epistle is Encyclical,’ in the technical 
~N sense of that word; and to go on to urge this characteristic as an argument in support of the omission 

io8 I of the words sv ’Ecpeoto,—is clearly the device of an eager Advocate; not the method of a calm 

and unprejudiced Judge. True it is that S. Paul,—who, writing to the Corinthians from Ephesus, 
says “the Churches of Asia salute you,” (1 Cor. xvi. 19,)—may have known very well that an Epistle 
of his “to the Ephesians,” would, as a matter of course, be instantly communicated to others besides 
the members of that particular Church: and in fact this may explain why there is nothing specially 
“Ephesian” in the contents of the Epistle. The Apostle,—(as when he addressed “the Churches of 
Galatia,”)—may have had certain of the other neighbouring Churches in his mind while he wrote. 
But all this is wholly foreign to the question before us: the one only question being this, —Which 
of the three following addresses represents what S. Paul must be considered to have actually written 
in the first verse of his “Epistle to the Ephesians”?— 

(1) rote; dyioic; roiq ouaiv tv ’Ecpeau) vccd Tuatoiq tv X. ’I. 

(2) zoic; dyioic; role; ouaiv tv .Kcd tuotou; tv X. ’I. 

(3) roiq ayiou; roiq ouai, Kai tuotou; tv X. ’I. 

What I have been saying amounts to this: that it is absolutely unreasonable for men to go out 
of their way to invent a theory wanting every element of probability in order to account for the 
omission of the words tv ’Ecpeoco from S. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians; while they have under 
their eyes the express testimony of a competent witness of the ii nd century that a certain heretic, 
named Marcion, “presumed to prefix an unauthorized title to that very Epistle,” (“Marcion ei titulum 
aliquando interpolare gestiit,”)—which title obviously could not stand unless those two words were 
first erased from the text. To interpolate that new title, and to erase the two words which were 
plainly inconsistent with it, were obviously correlative acts which must always have been performed 
together. 


187 

See, by all means, Alford on this subject, vol. iii. Prolegg. pp. 13-15. 
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But however all this may be, (as already pointed out,) the only question to be determined by 
us is,—whether it be credible that the words tv ’Ecpeaco are an unauthorized addition; foisted into 
““IX the text of Ephes. i. 1 as far back as the Apostolic age: an interpolation which, instead of dying out, 

io 9 | and at last all but disappearing, has spread and established itself, until the words are found in every 

copy,—are represented in every translation,—have been recognised in every country,—witnessed 
to by every Father,—received in every age of the Church? I repeat that the one question which has 
to be decided is, not how the words tv ’Ecpeaco came to be put in, or came to be left out; but simply 
whether, on an impartial review of the evidence, it be reasonable (with Tischendorf, Tregelles, 
Conybeare and Howson, and so many more,) to suspect their genuineness and enclose them in 
brackets? Is it credible that the words tv ’Ecpeaco are a spurious and unauthorized addition to the 
inspired autograph of the Apostle? . . . We have already, as I think, obtained a satisfactory answer 
to this question. It has been shown, as conclusively as in inquiries of this nature is possible, that in 

respect of the reading of Ephesians i. 1, Codd. B and X are even most conspicuously at fault. 


IV. But if these two Codices are thus convicted of error in respect of the one remaining text 
which their chief upholders have selected, and to which they still make their most confident 
appeal,—what remains, but to point out that it is high time that men should be invited to disabuse 
their minds of the extravagant opinion which they have been so industriously taught to entertain 
of the value of the two Codices in question? It has already degenerated into an unreasoning prejudice, 
and threatens at last to add one more to the already overgrown catalogue of “vulgar errors.” 

V. I cannot, I suppose, act more fairly by Tischendorf than by transcribing in conclusion his 

remarks on the four remaining readings of Codex X to which he triumphantly appeals: promising 

to dismiss them all with a single remark. He says, (addressing unlearned readers,) in his 
“Introduction” to the Tauchnitz (English) New Testament 188 :— 

“To these examples, others might be added. Thus, Origen says on John i. 4, that in some copies 
it was written, ‘in Him is life,’ for ‘in Him was life.’ This is a reading which we find in sundry 
“IX quotations before the time of Origen 189 ; but now, among all known Greek MSS. it is only in the 
no I Sinaitic, and the famous old Codex Bezae, a copy of the Gospels at Cambridge; yet it is also found 


188 

p. xiv.—See above, pp. 8, 9, note (f). 

189 

One is rather surprised to find the facts of the case so unfairly represented in addressing unlearned readers; who are entitled 
to the largest amount of ingenuousness, and to entire sincerity of statement. The facts are these:— 

(1) Valentt. (apud Irenaeum), (2) Clemens Alex., and (3) Theodotus (apud Clem.) read eon: but then (1) Irenaeus himself, 
(2) Clemens Alex., and (8) Theodotus (apud Clem.) also read f|v. These testimonies, therefore, clearly neutralize each other. 
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in most of the early Latin versions, in the most ancient Syriac, and in the oldest Coptic.—Again, 
in Matth. xiii. 35, Jerome observes that in the third century Porphyry, the antagonist of Christianity, 
“IX had found fault with the Evangelist Matthew for having said, ‘which was spoken by the prophet 

in | Esaias.’ A writing of the second century had already witnessed to the same reading; but Jerome 

adds further that well-informed men had long ago removed the name of Esaias. Among all our 
MSS. of a thousand years old and upwards, there is not a solitary example containing the name of 
.Esaias in the text referred to,—except the Sinaitic, to which a few of less than a thousand years 
old may be added.—Once more, Origen quotes John xiii. 10 six times; but only the Sinaitic and 
several ancient Latin MSS. read it the same as Origen: ‘He that is washed needeth not to wash, but 
is clean every whit.’—In John vi. 51, also, where the reading is very difficult to settle, the Sinaitic 


Cyprian also has both readings.—Hippolytus, on the other hand, reads eon; but Origen, (though he remarks that eort is “perhaps 
not an improbable reading,”) reads qv ten or eleven times. 'Hvis also the reading of Eusebius, of Chrysostom, of Cyril, of Nonnus, 
of Theodoret,—of the Vulgate, of the Memphitic, of the Peshito, and of the Philoxenian Versions; as well as of B. A, C,—in 

fact of a II the MSS. in the world , except of X and D. 

All that remains to be set on the other side are the Thebaic and Cureton’s Syriac, together with most copies of the early 
Latin. 

And now, with the evidence thus all before us. will any one say that it is lawfully a question for discussion which of these 
two readings must exhibit the genuine text of S. John i. 4? (For I treat it as a question of authority, and reason from the 
evidence, —declining to import into the argument what may be called logical considerations; though I conceive them to be all 
on my side.) I suspect, in fact, that the inveterate practice of the primitive age of reading the place after the following strange 
fashion,—6 yeyovev ev auru) ijtoq f|v was what led to this depravation of the text. Cyril in his Commentary [heading of lib. i, c. 
vi.] so reads S. John i. 3, 4. And to substitute eort (for qv) in such a sentence as that, was obvious. . . . Chrysostom’s opinion 
is well known, “Let us beware of putting the full stop” (he says) “at the words ou5e ev,—as do the heretics.” [He alludes to 
Valentinus, Heracleon (Orig. Opp. i. 130). and to Theodotus ( apud Clem. Alex.). But it must be confessed that Irenaeus, Hippolytus 
(. Routh, Opusc. i. 68), Clemens Alex., Origen, Concil. Antioch. (A.D. 269, Routh iii. 293), Theophilus Antioch.. Athanasius, 
Cyril of Jer.,—besides of the Latins, Tertullian, Lactantius, Victorinus ( Routh iii. 459), and Augustine,—point the place in the 
same way. “It is worth our observation,” (says Pearson,) "that Eusebius citing the place of S. John to prove that the Holy Ghost 
was made by the Son, leaves out those words twice together by which the Catholics used to refute that heresy of the Arians, viz. 
6 Y£Y ov£v -”] 

Chrysostom proceeds,—“In order to make out that the Spirit is a creature, they read ”0 ytyovev, ev aurw ijtoq qv; by which 
means, the Evangelist’s language is made unintelligible.” {Opp. viii. 40.)—This punctuation is nevertheless adopted by 
Tregelles,—but not by Tischendorf. The Peshito. Epiphanius (quoted in Pearson's note, referred to infra), Cyprian. Jerome and 
the Vulgate divide the sentence as we do.—See by all means on this subject Pearson's note (z), Art. viii, (ii. p. 262 ed. Burton). 
Also Routh’s Opusc. i. 88-9. 


100 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


is alone among all Greek copies indubitably correct; and Tertullian, at the end of the second century, 
confirms the Sinaitic reading: ‘If any man eat of my bread, he shall live for ever. The bread that I 
will give for the life of the world is my flesh.’ We omit to indicate further illustrations of this kind, 
although there are many others like them 190 .” 

Let it be declared without offence, that there appears to exist in the mind of this illustrious Critic 
““IX a hopeless confusion between the antiquity of a Codex and the value of its readings. I venture to 

112 1 assert that a reading is valuable or the contrary, exactly in proportion to the probability of its being 

true or false. Interesting it is sure to be, be it what it may, if it be found in a very ancient 
codex,—interesting and often instructive: but the editor of Scripture must needs bring every reading, 
wherever found, to this test at last:—Is it to be thought that what I am here presented with is what 
the Evangelist or the Apostle actually wrote? If an answer in the negative be obtained to this 
question, then, the fact that one, or two, or three of the early Fathers appear to have so read the 
place, will not avail to impart to the rejected reading one particle of value. And yet Tischendorf 

thinks it enough in all the preceding passages to assure his reader that a given reading in Cod. K 

was recognised by Origen, by Tertullian, by Jerome. To have established this one point he evidently 
thinks sufficient. There is implied in all this an utterly false major premiss: viz. That Scriptural 
quotations found in the writings of Origen, of Tertullian, of Jerome, must needs be the ipsissima 


It may not be altogether useless that I should follow this famous Critic of the text of the N. T. over the ground which he 
has himself chosen. He challenges attention for the four following readings of the Codes Sinaiticus:— 

(1.) S. JOHN i. 4: ev aurto <ju>r| eartv.—(2.) S. MATTH. xiii. 35: to pr|0ev 5ta naatou rou ttpocpr|rou.—(3.) S. JOHN xiii. 
10: o AeAoupievoqouxext Xp£tav vn()aa0at.—(4.) S. JOHN vi. 51: avr^cpayn £Ktou£|rouaprou,^r|a£t at; rov attovor—oaproq 
ov £yto Stoato utt£p rr|<; rou Koapou ijtor|<; r| aap^ pou £artv. (And this. Dr. Tischendorf asserts to be “indubitably correct.”) 

On inspection, these four readings prove to be exactly what might have been anticipated from the announcement that they 

are almost the private property of the single Codex X. The last three are absolutely worthless. They stand self-condemned. To 
examine is to reject them: the second (of which Jerome says something very different from what Tisch. pretends) and fourth 
being only two more of those unskilful attempts at critical emendation of the inspired Text, of which this Codex contains so 
many sorry specimens: the third being clearly nothing else but the result of the carelessness of the transcriber. Misled by the like 
ending (opoioreAEUrov) he has dropped a line', thus:— 

OYX EXI XPEIAN [El 
MH TOYC EIOAAC] NI 
TAV0AIAAAAECTIN 

The first, I have discussed briefly in the foregoing footnote (p) p. 110. 
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verba of the Spirit. Whereas it is notorious “that the worst corruptions to which the New Testament 
has ever been subjected originated within a hundred years after it was composed: that Irenaeus and 
the whole Western, with a portion of the Syrian Church, used far inferior manuscripts to those 
employed by Stunica, or Erasmus, or Stephens, thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Textus 
Receptus 191 .” And one is astonished that a Critic of so much sagacity, (who of course knows better,) 
should deliberately put forth so gross a fallacy,—not only without a word of explanation, a word 
of caution, but in such a manner as inevitably to mislead an unsuspecting reader. Without offence 
to Dr. Tischendorf, I must be allowed to declare that, in the remarks we have been considering, he 
shows himself far more bent on glorifying the “Codex Sinaiticus” than in establishing the Truth of 
the pure Word of God. He convinces me that to have found an early uncial Codex, is every bit as 
fatal as to have “taken a gift.” Verily, “it doth blind the eyes of the wise 192 .” 

And with this, I shall conclude my remarks on these two famous Codices. I humbly record my 
deliberate conviction that when the Science of Textual Criticism, which is at present only in its 
infancy, comes to be better understood; (and a careful collation of every existing Codex of the New 
Testament is one indispensable preliminary to its being ever placed on a trustworthy basis;) a very 
different estimate will be formed of the importance of not a few of those readings which at present 


are received with unquestioning submission, chiefly on the authority of Codex B and Codex K. On 

the other hand, it is perfectly certain that no future collations, no future discoveries, will ever make 
it credible that the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel are a spurious supplement to the 
Evangelical Narrative; or that the words tv ’Ecpeaoo are an unauthorized interpolation of the inspired 
Text. 


And thus much concerning Codex B and Codex X. 


n 


I would gladly have proceeded at once to the discussion of the “Internal Evidence,” but that 
the external testimony commonly appealed to is not yet fully disposed of. There remain to be 
considered certain ancient “Scholia” and “Notes,” and indeed whatever else results from the critical 
inspection of ancient MSS., whether uncial or cursive: and. all this may reasonably claim one entire 
Chapter to itself. 


191 

Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 386. The whole Chapter deserves careful study. 

192 

Deut. xvi. 19. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

THE PURPORT OF ANCIENT SCHOLIA, AND NOTES IN MSS. ON THE SUBJECT OF 
THESE VERSES, SHEWN TO BE THE REVERSE OF WHAT IS COMMONLY SUPPOSED. 

Later Editors of the New Testament the victims of their predecessors’ inaccuracies. — Birch’s 
unfortunate mistake (p. 117).— Schol’s serious blunders (p. 119 and pp. 

120-1 ).—Griesbach ’s sweeping misstatement (pp. 121 -2 ).—The grave misapprehension 
which has resulted from all this inaccuracy of detail (pp. 122-3). 

Codex L (p. 123 ).—Ammonius not the author of the so-called “ Ammonian ” Sections (p. 

125 ).—Epiphanius (p. 132).—“ Caesarius ,” a misnomer.—“The Catenae ,” 
misrepresented (p. 133). 

IN the present Chapter, I propose to pass under review whatever manuscript testimony still 

remains unconsidered; our attention having been hitherto exclusively devoted to Codices B and K. 

True, that the rest of the evidence may be disposed of in a single short sentence :—The Twelve 
Verses under discussion are found in every copy of the Gospels in existence with the exception of 

Codices B and K. But then, 

I. We are assured,—(by Dr. Tregelles for example,)—that “a Note or a Scholion stating the 
absence of these verses from many, from most, or from the most correct copies (often from Victor 
or Severus) is found in twenty-five other cursive Codices 193 .” Tischendorf has nearly the same 
words: “Scholia” (he says) “in very many MSS. state that the Gospel of Mark in the most ancient 
(and most accurate) copies ended at the ninth verse.” That distinguished Critic supports his assertion 
by appealing to seven MSS. in particular,—and referring generally to “about twenty-five others.” 
Dr. Davidson adopts every word of this blindfold. 

1. Now of course if all that precedes were true, this department of the Evidence would become 
deserving of serious attention. But I simply deny the fact. I entirely deny that the “Note or Scholion” 
— IN which these learned persons affirm to be of such frequent occurrence has any existence 

ns | whatever, — except in their own imaginations. On the other hand, I assert that notes or scholia which 

state the exact reverse, (viz. that “in the older” or “the more accurate copies” the last twelve verses 
of S. Mark’s Gospel are contained ,) recur even perpetually. The plain truth is this:—These eminent 
persons have taken their information at second-hand,—partly from Griesbach, partly from 
Scholz,—without suspicion and without inquiry. But then they have slightly misrepresented Scholz; 


193 

Printed Text, p.254. 
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and Scholz (1830) slightly misunderstood Griesbach; and Griesbach (1796) took liberties with 
Wetstein; and Wetstein (1751) made a few serious mistakes. The consequence might have been 
anticipated. The Truth, once thrust out of sight, certain erroneous statements have usurped its 
place,—which every succeeding Critic now reproduces, evidently to his own entire satisfaction; 
though not, it must be declared, altogether to his own credit. Let me be allowed to explain in detail 
what has occurred. 

2. Griesbach is found to have pursued the truly German plan of setting down all the twenty-five 
MSS. 194 and all the five Patristic authorities which up to his time had been cited as bearing on the 
genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20: giving the former in numerical order , and stating generally 
concerning them that in one or other of those authorities it would be found recorded “that the verses 
in question were anciently wanting in some, or in most, or in almost all the Greek copies, or in the 
most accurate ones:—or else that they wer e found in a few, or in the more accurate copies, or in 
many, or in most of them, specially in the Palestinian Gospel.” The learned writer (who had made 
up his mind long before that the verses in question are to be rejected) no doubt perceived that this 
would be the most convenient way of disposing of the evidence for and against: but one is at a loss 
to understand how English scholars can have acquiesced in such a slipshod statement for well nigh 
“IX a hundred years. A very little study of the subject would have shown them that Griesbach derived 
ii6 | the first eleven of his references from Wetstein 195 , the last fourteen from Birch 196 . As for Scholz, 
he unsuspiciously adopted Griesbach’s fatal enumeration of Codices; adding five to the number; 
and only interrupting the series here and there, in order to insert the quotations which Wetstein had 
already supplied from certain of them. With Scholz, therefore, rests the blame of everything which 
has been written since 1830 concerning the MS. evidence for this part of S. Mark’s Gospel; 
subsequent critics having been content to adopt his statements without acknowledgment and without 
examination. Unfortunately Scholz did his work (as usual) in such a slovenly style, that besides 
perpetuating old mistakes he invented new ones; which, of course, have been reproduced by those 
who have simply translated or transcribed him. And now I shall examine his note “(z) 197 ”, with 


194 

Viz. Codd. L, 1, 22, 24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41,-108, 129, 137, 138, 143, 181, 186, 195, 199, 206, 209, 210, 221, 222. 

195 

Wetstein quoted 14 Codices in all: but Griesbach makes no use of his reference to Reg. 2868, 1880, and 2282 (leg. 2242?) 
which = Evan. 15. 19, 299 (?) respectively. 

196 

Variae Lectiones, &c. (1801, p. 225-6.)—He cites Codd. Vatt. 358, 756, 757, 1229 (= our 129, 137, 138, 143): Cod. Zelada 
(= 181): Laur. vi. 18, 34 (=186, 195): Ven. 27 (= 210): Vind. Lamb. 88, 39. Kol. 4 (= 221, 222, 108): Cod. iv. (leg. 5?) S. Mariae 
Bened. Flor. (= 199): Codd. Ven. 6, 10 (= 206, 209.) 

197 

Nov. Test. vol. i. p. 199. 
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which practically all that has since been delivered on this subject by Tischendorf, Tregelles, 
Davidson, and the rest, is identical. 



(1.) Scholz (copying Griesbach) first states that in two MSS. in the Vatican Library 198 the verses 
in question “are marked with an asterisk.” The original author of this statement was Birch, who 
followed it up by explaining the fatal signification of this mark 199 . From that day to this, the asterisks 
in Codd. Vatt. 756 and 757 have been religiously reproduced by every Critic in turn; and it is 
universally taken for granted that they represent two ancient witnesses against the genuineness of 
the last twelve verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark. 

And yet, (let me say it without offence,) a very little attention ought to be enough to convince 
any one familiar with this subject that the proposed inference is absolutely inadmissible. For, in 
the first place, a solitary asterisk (not at all a rare phenomenon in ancient MSS. 200 ) has of necessity 
no such signification. And even if it does sometimes indicate that all the verses which follow are 
suspicious, (of which, however, I have never seen an example,) it clearly could not have that 
signification here,—for a reason which I should have thought an intelligent boy might discover. 


Well aware, however, that I should never be listened to, with Birch and Griesbach, Scholz and 
Tischendorf, and indeed every one else against me,—I got a learned friend at Rome to visit the 
Vatican Library for me, and inspect the two Codices in question 201 . That he would find Birch right 
in his facts, I had no reason to doubt; but I much more than doubted the correctness of his proposed 
inference from them. I even felt convinced that the meaning and purpose of the asterisks in question 
would be demonstrably different from what Birch had imagined. 

Altogether unprepared was I for the result. It is found that the learned Dane has here made one 
of those (venial, but) unfortunate blunders to which every one is liable who registers phenomena 
of this class in haste, and does not methodize his memoranda until he gets home. To be brief,— there 
proves to be no asterisk at all,—either in Cod. 756, or in Cod. 757. 


On the contrary. After Ecpoftouvro yap, the former Codex has, in the text of S. Mark xvi. 9 (fol. 
150 b), a plain cross,—( not an asterisk, thus * «r & «or >*, but a cross, thus +),—the intention of 


Vat. 766, 757 = our Evan. 137, 138. 

Quo signo tamquam censoria virgula usi sunt librarii, qua Evangelistarum narrationes, in omnibus Codicibus non obvias, 
tamquam dubias notarent .—Variae Lectiones, &c. p. 225. 

In Cod. 264 (=— Paris 65) for instance, besides at S. Mk. xvi. 9, U occurs at xi. 12, xii. 38, and xiv. 12. On the other hand, 
no such sign occurs at the pericope de aduhera. 

Further obligations to the same friend are acknowledged in the Appendix (D). 
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which is to refer the reader to an annotation on fol. 151 b, (marked, of course, with a cross also,) 
to the effect that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is undoubtedly genuine 202 . The evidence, therefore, not only 
— breaks hopelessly down; but it is discovered that this witness has been by accident put into the 
ns I wrong box. This is, in fact, a witness not for the plaintiff, but for the defendant !—As for the other 
Codex, it exhibits neither asterisk nor cross; but contains the same note or scholion attesting the 
genuineness of the last twelve verses of S. Mark. 

I suppose I may now pass on: but I venture to point out that unless the Witnesses which remain 
to be examined are able to produce very different testimony from that borne by the last two, the 
present inquiry cannot be brought to a close too soon. (“I took thee to curse mine enemies, and, 
behold, thou halt blessed them altogether.”) 

(2.) In Codd. 20 and 300 (Scholz proceeds) we read as follows:—“From here to the end forms 
no part of the text in some of the copies. In the ancient copies, however, it all forms part of the 
text 203 .” Scholz (who was the first to adduce this important testimony to the genuineness of the 
verses now under consideration) takes no notice of the singular circumstance that the two MSS. he 
mentions have been exactly assimilated in ancient times to a common model; and that they 
correspond one with the other so entirely 204 that the foregoing rubrical annotation appears in the 
wrong place in both of them, viz. at the close o/ver. 15, where it interrupts the text. This was, 
therefore, once a scholion written in the margin of some very ancient Codex, which has lost its way 
in the process of transcription; (for there can be no doubt that it was originally written against ver. 
8.) And let it be noted that its testimony is express; and that it avouches for the fact that “in the 
ancient copies,” S. Mark xvi. 9-20 “formed part of the text.” 

(3.) Yet more important is the record contained in the same two MSS., (of which also Scholz 
says nothing,) viz. that they exhibit a text which had been “collated with the ancient and approved 
copies at Jerusalem 205 .” What need to point out that so remarkable a statement, taken in conjunction 



202 

Similarly, in Cod. Coisl. 20, in the Paris Library, (which our 36,) against S. Mark xvi. 9, is this sign u . It is intended (like 
an asterisk in a modern book) to refer the reader to the self-same annotation which is spoken of in the text as occurring in Cod. 
Vat. 756, and which is observed to occur in the margin of the Paris MS. also. 

203 

evt£u0ev £to<; toO rEAoix; ev riot rwv avptYpdtpwv ou Karat- ev 5e roTp apxaiou;, raxvra ontapdAEiitta Karat. —(Codd. 20 
and 300 = Paris 188, 186.) 

204 

See more concerning this matter in the Appendix (D), ad fin. 

205 

At the end of S. Matthew’s Gospel in Cod. 300 (at fol. 89) is found,—uaYY£^t° v Kara Mar0atov £Yp8a<pr| Kat dvr£(3A.(j0ri 
ek rwv 'iEpoaoAupow; ttaAatwv avriYpacpwv, ev artxou; j^cplS and at the end of S. Mark’s, (at fol. 147 b )— 
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with the express voucher that “although some copies of the Gospels are without the verses under 
discussion, yet that in the ancient copies all the verses are found,” is a critical attestation to the 
genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9 to 20, far outweighing the bare statement (next to be noticed) of the 
undeniable historical fact that, “in some copies ,” S. Mark ends at ver. 8,—but “in many does not"! 

(4.) Scholz proceeds:—“In Cod. 22, after £cpo(3ouvro yap + rkXoq is read the following rubric:”— 

ev tigi roov dvuypacpoov sooq oa5e TrAripourca 6 suaYY^-io'trK noXXoit; 5k veal raura cpsperca 206 . 



And the whole of this statement is complacently copied by all subsequent Critics and 
Editors,—cross, and “reAoc;,” and all,—as an additional ancient attestation to the fact that “The 
End" (xiXof) of S. Mark’s Gospel is indeed at ch. xvi. 8. Strange,—incredible rather,—that among 
so many learned persons, not one should have perceived that “reAoq” in this place merely denotes 
that here a well-known Ecclesiastical section comes to an end !... As far, therefore, as the present 
discussion is concerned, the circumstance is purely irrelevant 207 ; and, (as I propose to shew in 
Chapter XI,) the less said about it by the opposite party, the better. 

(5.) Scholz further states that in four, (he means three,) other Codices very nearly the same 
colophon as the preceding recurs, with an important additional clause. In Codd. 1, 199, 206, 209, 
(he says) is read,— 


“In certain of the copies, the Evangelist finishes here; up to which place Eusebius the friend of 
Pamphilus canonized. In other copies, however, is found as follows 208 .” And then comes the rest 
of S. Mark’s Gospel. 


dayy^Atov Kara MapKov eypacpn Kai avr£(3Arj0r| opotwi; ek twv dmouSaapAwv on'xou; aepe; KtpaXatoti; aX^ 

This second colophon (though not the first) is found in Cod. 20. Both reappear in Cod. 262 ( = Paris 53), and (with an 
interesting variety in the former of the two) in [what I suppose is the first half of] the uncial Codex A. See Scrivener’s Introduction, 
p. 125. 

206 

= Paris ll.fol. 107 b. He might have added, (for Wetstein had pointed it out 79 years before,) that the same note precisely 
is found between verses 8 and 9 in Cod. 15 ( = Paris 64 ,)fol. 98 b. 

207 

See more at the very end of Chap. XI. 

208 

Cod. 1. (at Basle), and Codd. 206, 209 (which = Venet. 6 and 10) contain as follows:— 

£v rtat p£v rwv dvrtypdtpwv ew<; wSe TtXr|pourai 6 EuayyEXiarrjt;, £W<; ou Kai ’Eua£|3io<; 6 napcpt'Aou £Kavovta£v £v aXXott; 
5e raura <p£p£rar avaarat;, k.t.A. 
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I shall have more to say about this reference to Eusebius, and what he “canonized,” by-and-by. 
But what is there in all this, (let me in the meantime ask), to recommend the opinion that the Gospel 
of S. Mark was published by its Author in an incomplete state; or that the last twelve verses of it 
are of spurious origin? 

(6.) The reader’s attention is specially invited to the imposing statement which follows. Codd. 
23, 34, 39, 41, (says Scholz,) “contain these words of Severus of Antioch:— 

“In the more accurate copies, the Gospel according to Mark has its end at ‘for they were afraid.’ 
In some copies, however, this also is added,—‘Now when He was risen,’ &c. This, however, seems 
to contradict to some extent what was before delivered,” &c. 

It may sound fabulous, but it is strictly true, that every word of this, (unsuspiciously adopted 
as it has been by every Critic who has since gone over the same ground,) is a mere tissue of mistakes. 
For first,—Cod. 23 contains nothing whatever pertinent to the present inquiry. (Scholz, evidently 
through haste and inadvertence, has confounded his own “23” with “ Coisl. 23,” but “Coisl. 23” is 
“IX his “39,”—of which by-and-by. This reference therefore has to be cancelled.)—Cod. 41 contains 

121 | a scholion of precisely the opposite tendency : I mean, a scholion which avers that the accurate 

copies ofS. Mark’s Gospel contain these last twelve verses. (Scholz borrowed this wrong reference 
from Wetstein,—who, by an oversight, quotes Cod. 41 three times instead of twice.)—There remain 
but Codd. 34 and 39; and in neither of those two manuscripts, from the first page of S. Mark’s 
Gospel to the last, does there exist any “scholion of Severus of Antioch” whatever. Scholz, in a 
word, has inadvertently made a gross misstatement 209 ; and every Critic who has since written on 

this subject has adopted his words,—without acknowledgment and without examination.Such 

is the evidence on which it is proposed to prove that S. Mark did not write the last twelve verses 
of his Gospel! 

(7.) Scholz proceeds to enumerate the following twenty-two Codices:—24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 
40, 41, 108, 129, 137, 138, 143, 181, 186, 195, 199, 206, 209, 210, 221, 222. And this imposing 
catalogue is what has misled Tischendorf, Tregelles and the rest. They have not perceived that it 


But Cod. 199 (which = S. Mariae Benedict. Flor. Cod. IV. [lege 5], according to Birch (p. 226) who supplies the quotation, 
has only this:— 

ev riot rwv avnypacptov ou Kelvrat [?] raura. 

It originated in this way. At the end of S. Matthew's Gospel, in both Codices, are found those large extracts from the “2nd 
Horn, on the Resurrection” which Montfaucon published in the Bibl. Coisl. (pp. 68-75), and which Cramer has since reprinted 
at the end of his Catena in S. Mattli. (i. 243-251.) In Codd. 34 and 39 they are ascribed to “Severus of Antioch.” See above (p. 
40.) See also pp. 39 and 57. 
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is a mere transcript of Griesbach’s list; which Scholz interrupts only to give from Cod. 24, 
(imperfectly and at second-hand,) the weighty scholion, (Wetstein had given it from Cod. 41,) 
which relates, on the authority of an eye-witness, that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 existed in the ancient 
Palestinian Copy. (About that Scholion enough has been offered already 210 .) Scholz adds that very 
nearly the same words are found in 374.—What he says concerning 206 and 209 (and he might 
have added 199,) has been explained above. 

B ut when the twenty MS S. which remain 211 undispo sed of have been scrutinized, their te stimony 
is found to be quite different from what is commonly supposed. One of them (N°. 38) has been 
cited in error: while the remaining nineteen are nothing else but copies of Victor of Antioch’s 
122 [ commentary on S. Mark ,—no less than sixteen of which contain the famous attestation that in most 
of the accurate copies, and in particular the authentic Palestinian Codex, the last twelve verses of 
S. Mark’s Gospel were found. (See above, pp. 64 and 65.)... . And this exhausts the evidence. 

(8.) So far, therefore, as “Notes” and “Scholia” in MSS. are concerned, the sum of the matter 
proves to be simply this:— (a) Nine Codices 212 are observed to contain a note to the effect that the 
end of S. Mark’s Gospel, though wanting “in some,” was yet found “in others,”—“in many ,”—“in 
the ancient copies.” 

(. b ) Next, four Codices 213 contain subscriptions vouching for the genuineness of this portion of 
the Gospel by declaring that those four Codices had been collated with approved copies presen’ed 
at Jerusalem. 

(c) Lastly, sixteen Codices, (to which, besides that already mentioned by Scholz 214 ,1 am able 
to add at least five others, making twenty-two in all 215 ,)—contain a weighty critical scholion asserting 
categorically that in “very many” and “accurate copies,” specially in the “true Palestinian exemplar,” 


210 

See above, pp. 64, 65. 

211 

22-3 (199, 206, 209) = 19+ 1 (374) = 20. 

212 

viz. Codd. L, 1. 199, 206, 209:—20, 300:—15, 22. 

213 

* Cod. A, 20, 262, 300. 

214 

Evan. 374. 

215 

viz. Evan. 24, 36, 37, 40, 41 (Wetstein.) Add Evan. 108, 129, 137, 138, 143, 181, 186, 195, 210, 221, 222. (Birch Van. 
Lectt. p. 225.) Add Evan. 374 (Scholz.) Add Evan. 12, 129, 299, 329, and the Moscow Codex (qu. Evan. 253?) employed by 
Matthaei. 
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these verses had been found by one who seems to have verified the fact of their existence therefor 
himself. 

(9.) And now, shall I be thought unfair if, on a review of the premisses, I assert that I do not 
see a shadow of reason for the imposing statement which has been adopted by Tischendorf, Tregelles, 
and the rest, that “there exist about thirty Codices which state that from the more ancient and more 
accurate copies of the Gospel, the last twelve verses of S. Mark were absent?” I repeat, there is not 
so much as one single Codex which contains such a scholion; while twenty-four 216 of those 
— commonly enumerated state the exact reverse. —We may now advance a step: but the candid reader 
123 | is invited to admit that hitherto the supposed hostile evidence is on the contrary entirely in favour 
of the versos under discussion. (“I called thee to curse mine enemies, and, behold, thou hast altogether 
blessed them these three times.”) 

II. Nothing has been hitherto said about Cod. L. 217 This is the designation of an uncial MS. of 
the viii th or ix th century, in the Library at Paris, chiefly remarkable for the correspondence of its 
readings with those of Cod. B and with certain of the citations in Origen; a peculiarity which 
recommends Cod. L, (as it recommends three cursive Codices of the Gospels, 1, 33, 69,) to the 
especial favour of a school with which whatever is found in Cod. B is necessarily right. It is described 
as the work of an ignorant foreign copyist, who probably wrote with several MSS. before him; but 
who is found to have been wholly incompetent to determine which reading to adopt and which to 
reject. Certain it is that he interrupts himself, at the end of ver. 8, to write as follows:— 

“SOMETHING TO THIS EFFECT 
IS ALSO MET WITH. 

“All that was commanded them they immediately rehearsed unto Peter and the rest. And after 
these things, from East even unto West, did Jesus Himself send forth by their means the holy and 
incorruptible message of eternal Salvation. 

“BUT THIS ALSO IS MET WITH AFTER 
THE WORDS, ‘FOR THEY WERE AFRAID:' 

“Now, when He was risen early, the first day of the week 218 ,” &c. 


216 

2 (viz. Evan. 20, 200) + 16+ 1 + 5 (enumerated in the preceding note) = 24. 

217 

* Paris 62, olim, 2861 and 1558. 

218 

z See the facsimile.—The original, (which knows nothing of Tischendorf s crosses,) reads as follows:— 
OEPETE I10Y 
KAITAYTA- 
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It cannot be needful that I should delay the reader with any remarks on such a termination of 
the Gospel as the foregoing. It was evidently the production of some one who desired to remedy 
the conspicuous incompleteness of his own copy of S. Mark’s Gospel, but who had imbibed so 
little of the spirit of the Evangelical narrative that he could not in the least imitate the Evangelist’s 
manner. As for the scribe who executed Codex L, he was evidently incapable of distinguishing the 
grossest fabrication from the genuine text. The same worthless supplement is found in the margin 
of the Hharklensian Syriac (A.D. 616), and in a few other quarters of less importance 219 .—I pass 


ndvra 5e ra raxpri 
yysApeva rob; 

Jtepi ror| iterpov 
auvtopax; e^r| 
yyiXav - pera 
5e rautA Kai auroq 
oT, axpi Suaeux; 

Kai axpi Suaeux; 
e^aiteariAev 5i 
autwv to 'Iepov 
Kai 'Acp0aptov Kr\ 
puypa - rr|<; aid) 
viouawrr|pia<;- 

earr|v 5e Kai 
raura cpepo 
peva pera to 
e<po(3ouvuo 
Y a P - 

avaarac; 5e Ttpwl 
Jtpcorri aa|3(3arou. 
i.e.—cpeperai ttou Kai rauta. 

navta 5e ra TtapriYY £ ^t l £ va TO k It£ pi T ° v netpov auvropax; £^rjYY £ Aav- pera 5e rauta Kai auroc; 6 ’Ipaouc; aro avatoAKfi<; 
Kai axpi Suaeax; e^ajieareiAev 5i autwv to iepov Kai acpSapto KrjpuYpa rrj<; aicoviou aiorr|pia<;. 

"Eanv 5e Kai rauta cpepopeva pera to e<po(3ouvro yap. 

’Avaara;<; 5e Tipw'i Kpcdrr| aa(3(3arou 

As, the Codes Bobbiensis (k) of the old Latin, and the margin of two asthiopic MSS.—I am unable to understand what 
Scholz and his copyists have said concerning Cod. 274.1 was assured again and again at Paris that they knew of no such codex 
as "Reg, 79 a ,” which is Scholz’ designation ( Prolegg. p. lxxx.) of the Cod. Evan, which, after him, we number “274.” 
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on, with the single remark that I am utterly at a loss to understand on what principle Cod. L,—a 
solitary MS. of the viii th or ix th century which exhibits an exceedingly vicious text,—is to be thought 
entitled to so much respectful attention on the present occasion, rebuked as it is for the fallacious 
evidence it bears concerning the last twelve verses of the second Gospel by all the seventeen 
remaining Uncials, (three of which are from 300 to 400 years more ancient than itself;) and by 
every cursive copy of the Gospels in existence. Quite certain at least is it that not the faintest 
additional probability is established by Cod. L that S. Mark’s Gospel when it left the hands of its 
inspired Author was in a mutilated condition. The copyist shews that he was as well acquainted as 
his neighbours with our actual concluding Verses: while he betrays his own incapacity, by seeming 
to view with equal favour the worthless alternative which he deliberately transcribes as well, and 
to which he gives the foremost place. Not S. Mark’s Gospel, hut Codex L is the sufferer by this 
appeal. 


III. I go back now to the statements found in certain Codices of the x th century, (derived probably 
from one of older date,) to the effect that “the marginal references to the Eusebian Canons extend 
no further than ver. 8:”—for so, I presume, may be paraphrased the words, (see p. 120,) eux; ou 
Euaefhoq 6 napcpiAou evcavoviaev, which are found at the end of ver. 8 in Codd. 1, 206, 209. 


(1.) Now this statement need not have delayed us for many minutes. But then, therewith, recent 
Critics have seen fit to connect another and an entirely distinct proposition: viz. that 


Ammonius 


also, a contemporary of Origen, conspires with Eusebius in disallowing the genuineness of the 
conclusion of B. Mark’s Gospel. This is in fact a piece of evidence to which recently special 
prominence has been given: every Editor of the Gospels in turn, since Wetstein, having reproduced 
it; but no one more emphatically than Tischendorf. “Neither by the sections of Ammonius nor yet 
by the canons of Eusebius are these last verses recognised 220 .” “Thus it is seen,” 



220 

Nec Ammonii Sectionibus, nec Eusebii Canonibus, agnoscuntur ultimi versus.—Tisch. Nov. Test. (ed. 8va), p. 406. 
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THE opposite page exhibits an exact Facsimile, obtained by Photography, of fol. 113 of Evan. 
Cod. L, (“Codex Regius,” No. 62,) at Paris; containing S. Mark xvi. 6 to 9;—as explained at pp. 
123-4. The Text of that MS. has been published by Dr. Tischendorf in his “Monumenta Sacra 
Inedita,” (1846, pp. 57-399.) See p. 206. 

The original Photograph was executed (Oct. 1869) by the obliging permission of M. de Wailly, 
who presides over the Manuscript Department of the “Bibliotheque.” He has my best thanks for 
the kindness with which he promoted my wishes and facilitated my researches. 

It should perhaps be stated that the margin of “Codex L” is somewhat ampler than can be 
represented in an octavo volume; mob folio measuring very nearly nine inches, by very nearly six 
inches and a half. 



proceeds Dr. Tregelles, “that just as Eusebius found these verses absent in his day from the best 
and most numerous copies (sic), so was also the case with Ammonites when he formed his Harmony 
in the preceding century 221 .” 

A new and independent authority therefore is appealed to,—one of high antiquity and evidently 
very great importance,—Ammonius of Alexandria, A.D. 220. But Ammonius has left behind him 
no known writings whatsoever. What then do these men mean when they appeal in this confident 
way to the testimony of “Ammonius?” 

To make this matter intelligible to the ordinary English reader, I must needs introduce in this 
place some account of what are popularly called the “Ammonian Sections” and the “Eusebian 
Canons:” concerning both of which, however, it cannot be too plainly laid down that nothing 
whatever is known beyond what is discoverable from a careful study of the “Sections” and “Canons” 
themselves; added to what Eusebius has told us in that short Epistle of his “to Carpianus,”—which 


221 


Printed Text, p. 248. 
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I suppose has been transcribed and reprinted more often than any other uninspired Epistle in the 
world. 

Eusebius there explains that Ammonius of Alexandria constructed with great industry and 
labour a kind of Evangelical Harmony; the peculiarity of which was, that, retaining S. Matthew’s 
Gospel in its integrity, it exhibited the corresponding sections of the other three Evangelists by the 
side of S. Matthew’s text. There resulted this inevitable inconvenience; that the sequence of the 
narrative, in the case of the three last Gospels, was interrupted throughout; and their context 
hopelessly destroyed 222 . 

The “Diatesaaron “of Ammonius, (so Eusebius styles it), has long since disappeared; but it is 
plain from the foregoing account of it by a competent witness that it must have been a most 
“IX unsatisfactory performance. It is not easy to see how room can have been found in such a scheme 
127 I for entire chapters of S. Luke’s Gospel; as well as for the larger part of the Gospel according to S. 
John: in short, for anything which was not capable of being brought into some kind of agreement, 
harmony, or correspondence with something in S. Matthew’s Gospel. 

How it may have fared with the other Gospels in the work of Ammonius is not in fact known, 
and it is profitless to conjecture. What we know for certain is that Eusebius, availing himself of the 
hint supplied by the very imperfect labours of his predecessor, devised an entirely different expedient, 
whereby he extended to the Gospels of S. Mark, S. Luke and S. John all the advantages, (and more 
than all,) which Ammonius had made the distinctive property of the first Gospel 223 . His plan was 
to retain the Four Gospels in their integrity; and, besides enabling a reader to ascertain at a glance 
the places which S. Matthew has in common with the other three Evangelists, or with any two, or 
with any one of them, (which, I suppose, was the sum of what had been exhibited by the work of 
Ammonius,)—to spew which places S. Luke has in common with S. Mark,—which with S. John 
only; as well as which places are peculiar to each of the four Evangelists in turn. It is abundantly 
clear therefore what Eusebius means by saying that the labours of Ammonius had “suggested to 


222 

The reader is invited to test the accuracy of what precedes for himself:—Appwvtoq p£v 6 AA£(av5p£oq, TtoAAf|V, wq ekoq, 
cpiAottovtav teat attooSriv EtaaYnoxwq- to 5ta TEaaapwv ppiv KaTaAeAotttev euayY^tov, tw Kara MarSaTov rat; opocpwvooq 
twv Aotraov EuaYYAtarwv TtEptKOTtdq Jt9apa0£iq, wq e£, dvdyKriq aop(3rjvat tov rrjq dKoAouSiaq rippov twv rpttov 5tacp0apfjvat, 
oaov £trt rep uq?£t Tijq avocYvwaEwq. 

223 

'Tva 5 e aw(op£voo xat too twv Aotttwv 5 i oAoo awpaToq te kou rippou, EtSvat Exotq Toi>q okaouq EKacrroo EoaYYeXcrroo 
to ttouq, ev oiq koto twv auTWV r|v£x0r|aav <ptAaAr|0wq Etttav, ek too ttovrjpaToq too JtpOEtpripEvoo avSpoq £tAr|<pd>q acpoppaq, 
Ka0’ ETEpav p£0o5ov tcavovaq Sekoc tov apt0pov 5i£xapaG aot Todq ottOTETaYpsvooq. 


114 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


him” his own 224 . The sight of that Harmony of the other three Evangelists with S. Matthew’s Gospel 
had suggested to him the advantage of establishing a series of parallels throughout all the Four 
Gospels. But then, whereas Ammonius had placed alongside of S. Matthew the dislocated sections 
themselves of the other three Evangelists which are of corresponding purport, Eusebius conceived 

“IX the idea of accomplishing the same object by means of a system of double numerical references. 

128 I He invented X Canons, or Tables: he subdivided each of the Four Gospels into a multitude of short 

Sections. These he numbered; (a fresh series of numbers appearing in each Gospel, and extending 
from the beginning right on to the end;) and immediately under every number, he inserted, in 
vermillion, another numeral (I to X); whose office it was to indicate in which of his X Canons, or 
Tables, the reader would find the corresponding places in any of the other Gospels 225 . (If the section 
was unique, it belonged to his last or X th Canon.) Thus, against S. Matthew’s account of the Title 
on the Cross, is written 335/1: but in the I st Canon (which contains the places common to all four 
Evangelists) parallel with 335, is found,—214, 324, 199: and the Sections of S. Mark, S. Luke, and 
S. John thereby designated, (which are discoverable by merely casting one’s eye down the margin 
of each of those several Gospels in turn, until the required number has been reached,) will be found 
to contain the parallel record in the other three Gospels. 


All this is so purely elementary, that its very introduction in this place calls for apology. The 
extraordinary method of the opposite party constrains me however to establish thus clearly the true 
relation in which the familiar labours of Eusebius stand to the unknown work of Ammonius. 



224 

* This seems to represent exactly what Eusebius means in this place. The nearest English equivalent to acpopprj is “a hint.” 
Consider Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 27. Also the following:— noWag Aa(3ovre<; dcpoppat;. (Andreas, Prolog, in Apocalyps.). —A.a(36vre<; 
ra<; dcpoppat;. (Anastasius Sin., Routh’s Rell. i. 15.) 

225 

Kavovat; .... StExapa^a aot rout; UTTOTETaypevout;. This at least is decisive as to the authorship of the Canons. When 
therefore Jerome says of Ammonius,—“ Evangelicos canones excogitavit quos postea secutus est Eusebius Caesariensis,” (De 
Viris lllust. c. lv. vol. ii. p. 881,) we learn the amount of attention to which such off-hand gain statements of this Father are 
entitled. 

What else can be inferred from the account which Eusebius gives of the present sectional division of the Gospels but that 
it was also his own?— Aurr| pev ouv f| rd>v uTTOTEraypEvtov tcavovtov uttoSeatp- (| 5e aacpqt; aurtov 5ifjyqai<;, Eartv r)5e. ’Ecp' 
eKaartp rtov reaaapwv euayyeAtwv apiSpot; nt; ttpoKEtrat Kara pEpot;, dpxopevop atto too ttpcorou, Etta Seurepou, Kat rptrou, 
Kat Ka0e(rjc; ttpotwv 5f oAou psxpt too teAou<; too (3t(3Atou. He proceeds to explain how the sections thus numbered are to be 
referred to his X Canons:—Ka0’ EKaarov 5e api0pov uTtoaqpdtoau; 5ta KtvvafSdpeux; ttpoKetrat, SqAouaa ev ttotto rtbv Sexa 
Kavovtov Kaipgvot; 6 dpi0p6q ruyxdvEt. 
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For if that earlier production be lost indeed 226 ,—if its precise contents, if the very details of its 
construction, can at this distance of time be only conjecturally ascertained,—what right has any 
one to appeal to “ the Sections of Ammonius,” as to a known document? Why above all do 
Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the rest deliberately claim “Ammonius” for their ally on an occasion 
like the present; seeing that they must needs be perfectly well aware that they have no means 
whatever of knowing (except from the precarious evidence of Catenae) what Ammonius thought 
about any single verse in any of the four Gospels? At every stage of this discussion, I am constrained 
to ask myself,—Do then the recent Editors of the Text of the New Testament really suppose that 
their statements will never be examined? their references never verified? or is it thought that they 
enjoy a monopoly of the learning (such as it is) which enables a man to form an opinion in this 
department of sacred Science? For, 

(1st.) Where then and what are those “Sections of Ammonius” to which Tischendorf and 
Tregelles so confidently appeal? It is even notorious that when they say the “Sections of Ammonius,” 
what they mean are the “Sections of Eusebius .”—But, (2dly.) Where is the proof,—where is even 
the probability,—that these two are identical? The Critics cannot require to be reminded by me that 
we are absolutely without proof that so much as one of the Sections of Ammonius corresponded 
“IX with one of those of Eusebius; and yet, (3dly.) Who sees not that unless the Sections of Ammonius 
i 3 o | and those of Eusebius can be proved to have corresponded throughout, the name of Ammonius has 
no business whatever to be introduced into such a discussion as the present? They must at least be 
told that in the entire absence of proof of any kind,—(and certainly nothing that Eusebius says 
warrants any such inference 227 ,)—to reason from the one to the other as if they were identical, is 
what no sincere inquirer after Truth is permitted to do. 


“Frustra ad Ammonium aut Tatianum in Harmoniis provocant. Quae supersunt vix quicquam cum Ammonio aut Tatiano 
commune habent.” (Tischendorf on S. Mark xvi. 8).—Dr. Mill (1707),—because he assumed that the anonymous work which 
Victor of Capua brought to light in the vi th century, and conjecturally assigned to Tatian, was the lost work of Ammonius, (Proleg. 
p.68, § 660,)—was of course warranted in appealing to the authority of Ammonius in support of the last twelve verses of S. 
Mark’s Gospel. But in truth Mill’s assumption cannot be maintained for a moment, as Wetstein has convincingly shewn. ( Proleg. 
p.68.) Any one may easily satisfy himself of the fact who will be at the pains to examine a few of the chapters with attention, 
bearing in mind what Eusebius has said concerning the work of Ammonius. Cap. lxxiv, for instance, contains as follows:—Mtt. 
xiii. 33, 34. Mk. iv. 33. Mtt. xiii. 34, 35: 10, 11. Mk. iv. 34. Mtt. xiii. 13 to 17. But here it is S. Matthew's Gospel which is 
dislocated,—for verses 10, 11, and 13 to 17 of ch. xiii. come after verses 33-35; while ver. 12 has altogether disappeared. 

The most convenient edition for reference is Schmeller’s,— Ammonii Alexandrini quae et Tatiani dicitur Harmonia 
Evangeliorum. (Vienna, 1841.) 

Only by the merest license of interpretation can etAqcpdx; dtpoppai; be assumed to mean that Eusebius had found the four 
Gospels ready divided to his hand by Ammonium into exactly 1165 sections,—every one of which he had simply adopted for 
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It is time, however, that I should plainly declare that it happens to be no matter of opinion at 
all whether the lost Sections of Ammonius were identical with those of Eusebius or not. It is 
demonstrable that they cannot have been so; and the proof is supplied by the Sections themselves. 
It is discovered, by a careful inspection of them, that they imply and presuppose the Ten Canons; 
being in many places even meaningless,—nugatory, in fact, (I do not of course say that they are 
practically without use,) —except on the theory that those Canons were already in existence 228 . 
Now the Canons are confessedly the invention of Eusebius. He distinctly claims them 229 . Thus much 
then concerning the supposed testimony of Ammonius. It is nil .—And now for what is alleged 
concerning the evidence of Eusebius. 

The starting-point of this discussion, (as I began by remarking), is the following memorandum 
found in certain ancient MSS.:—“Thus far did Eusebius canonize 230 ;” which means either: (1) That 
— IN his Canons recognise no section of S. Mark’s Gospel subsequent to § 233, (which number is 

131 | commonly set over against ver. 8:) or else, (which comes to the same thing,)—(2) That no sections 

of the same Gospel, after § 233, are referred to any of his X Canons. 

On this slender foundation has been raised the following precarious superstructure. It is assumed, 

(1st.) That the Section of S. Mark’s Gospel which Eusebius numbers “233,” and which begins 
at our ver. 8, cannot have extended beyond ver. 8;—whereas it may have extended, and probably 
did extend, down to the end of ver. 11. 

(2dly.) That because no notice is taken in the Eusebian Canons of any sectional number in S. 
Mark’s Gospel subsequent to § 233, no Section (with, or without, such a subsequent number) can 
have existed:—whereas there may have existed one or more subsequent Sections all duly 


his own. Mill, (who nevertheless held this strange opinion,) was obliged to invent the wild hypothesis that Eusebius, besides the 
work of Ammonius which be describes, must have found in the library at Caesarea the private copy of the Gospels which belonged 
to Ammonius,—an unique volume, in which the last-named Father (as he assumes) will have numbered the Sections and made 
them exactly 1165. It is not necessary to discuss such a notion. We are dealing with facts,—not with fictions. 

For proofs of what is stated above, as well as for several remarks on the (so-called) “Ammonian” Sections, the reader is 
referred to the Appendix (G). 

See above, p.128, note (f). 

See above, p. 125. 
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numbered 231 . This notwithstanding, Eusebius, (according to the memorandum found in certain 
ancient MSS.), may have canonised no further than § 233. 

I am not disposed, however, to contest the point as far as Eusebius is concerned. I have only 
said so much in order to shew how unsatisfactory is the argumentation on the other side. Let it be 
assumed, for argument sake, that the statement “Eusebius canonized no farther than ver. 8” is 
equivalent to this ,—“Eusebius numbered no Sections after ver. 8:” (and more it cannot mean:)—What 
then? I am at a loss to see what it is that the Critics propose to themselves by insisting on the 
circumstance. For we knew before,—it was in fact Eusebius himself who told us,—that Copies of 
the Gospel ending abruptly at ver. 8, were anciently of frequent occurrence. Nay, we heard the 
same Eusebius remark that one way of shelving a certain awkward problem would be, to plead that 
the subsequent portion of S. Mark’s Gospel is frequently wanting. What more have we learned 
when we have ascertained that the same Eusebius allowed no place to that subsequent portion in 
his Canons? The new fact, (supposing it to be a fact,) is but the correlative of the old one; and since 
“IX it was Eusebius who was the voucher for that, what additional probability do we establish that the 
132 | inspired autograph of S. Mark ended abruptly at ver. 8, by discovering that Eusebius is consistent 
with himself, and omits to “canonize” (or even to “sectionize”) what he had already hypothetically 
hinted might as well be left out altogether? (See above, pp. 44-6.) 

So that really I am at a loss to see that one atom of progress is made in this discussion by the 
further discovery that, (in a work written about A.D. 373,) 

Epiphanius 

states casually that “the four Gospels contain 1162 sections 232 .” From this it is argued 233 that since 
355 of these are commonly assigned to S. Matthew, 342 to S. Luke, and 232 to S. John, there do 
but remain for S. Mark 233; and the 233rd section of S. Mark’s Gospel confessedly begins at ch. 
xvi. 8.—The probability may be thought to be thereby slightly increased that the sectional numbers 
of Eusebius extended no further than ver. 8: but—Has it been rendered one atom more probable 
that the inspired Evangelist himself ended his Gospel abruptly at the 8th verse? That fact —(the 


As a matter of fact, Codices abound in which the Sections are noted without the Canons, throughout. See more on this 
subject hi the Appendix (G). 

reaaapd aatv zvayyzXia KecpaAattov xiAJwv ekoctov e^riKovraSuo. The words are most unexpectedly, (may I not say 
suspiciously ?), found in Epiphanius, Ancor. 50, ( Opp. ii. 54 B.) 

By Tischendorf, copying Mill's Proleg. p. 63, § 662:—the fontal source, by the way, of the twin references to "Epiphanius 
and Caesarius.” 
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only thing which our opponents have to establish)—remains exactly where it was; entirely unproved, 
and in the highest degree improbable. 

To conclude, therefore. When I read as follows in the pages of Tischendorf:—“These verses 
are not recognised by the Sections of Ammonius, nor by the Canons of Eusebius: Epiphanius and 
Caesarius bear witness to the fact;”—I am constrained to remark that the illustrious Critic has drawn 
upon his imagination for three of his statements, and that the fourth is of no manner of importance. 



(1.) About the “Sections of Ammonius,” he really knows no more than about the lost Books of 
Livy. He is, therefore, without excuse for adducing them in the way of evidence. 

(2.) That Epiphanius bears no witness whatever either as to the “Sections of Ammonius” or to 
“Canons of Eusebius,” Tischendorf is perfectly well aware. So is my reader. 


(3.) His appeal to 


Caesarius 


is worse than infelicitous. He intends thereby to designate the younger brother of Gregory of 
Nazianzus; an eminent physician of Constantinople, who died A.D. 368; and who, (as far as is 
known,) never wrote anything. A work called Ileuaeic;, (which in the x th century was attributed to 
Caesarius, but concerning which nothing is certainly known except that Caesarius was certainly 
not its author,) is the composition to which Tischendorf refers. Even the approximate date of this 
performance, however, has never been ascertained. And yet, if Tischendorf had condescended to 
refer to it, (instead of taking his reference at second-hand,) be would have seen at a glance that the 
entire context in which the supposed testimony is found, is nothing else but a condensed paraphrase 
of that part of Epiphanius , in which the original statement occurs 234 . 

Thus much, then, for the supposed evidence of Ammonius, of Epiphanius, and of Caesarius on 
the subject of the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel. It is exactly nil. In fact Pseudo-Caesarius, 
so far from “bearing witness to the fact” that the concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel are spurious, 
actually quotes the 16th verse as genuine 235 . 

(4.) As for Eusebius, nothing whatever has been added to what we knew before concerning his 
probable estimate of these verses. 

IV. We are now at liberty to proceed to the only head of external testimony which remains 
undiscussed. I allude to the evidence of 


234 

Comp. Epiph. ( Ancor. 50,) Opp. ii. 53 C to 55 A. with Galland. Bibl. vi. 26 C to 27 A. 

235 

Galland. Bibl. vi. 147 A. 
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The Catenae. 



“In the Catenae on Mark,” (crisply declares Dr. Davidson,) “there is no explanation of this section 236 .” 

“The Catenae on Mark:” as if they were quite common things,—“plenty, as blackberries!” 
But ,—Which of “the Catenae” may the learned Critic be supposed to have examined? 


1. Not the Catena which Possinus found in the library of Charles de Montchal, Abp. of Toulouse, 
and which forms the basis of his Catena published at Rome in 1673; because that Codex is expressly 
declared by the learned Editor to be defective from ver. 8 to the end 237 . 


2. Not the Catena which Corderius transcribed from the Vatican Library and communicated to 
Possinus; because in that Catena the 9th and 12th verses are distinctly commented on 238 . 


3. Still less can Dr. Davidson be thought to have inspected the Catena commonly ascribed to 
Victor of Antioch,—which Peltanus published in Latin in 1580, but which Possinus was the first 
to publish in Greek (1673). Dr. Davidson, I say, cannot certainly have examined that Catena; 
inasmuch as it contains, (as I have already largely shewn, and, in fact, as every one may see,) a 
long and elaborate dissertation on the best way of reconciling the language of S. Mark in ver. 9 
with the language of the other Evangelists 239 . 


236 

Vol. i. 165 (ii. 112).—It is only fair to add that Davidson is not alone in this statement. In substance, it has become one of 
the commonplaces of those who undertake to prove that the end of S. Mark’s Gospel is spurious. 

237 

See Possini Cat. p. 363. 

238 

’Etpcivq Ttpwrov Mapta rfj MaySaArivfj. [= ver. 9.] raurqv Euaefhot; ev row; ttpoi; MapTvov erepav Xeyei Maptav ttapa rf|v 
0£aaapevqv rov veavtatcov. fj teat aptporepat etc rfjq MaY5aAqvrj<; rjaav. pera 0e raura Suatv et, auttov tteputarouat. teat ra 
[= vers. 12] rout; apept tov KAioraxv, Ka0d><; 6 Aoutcat; taropeT, (Possini Cat. p. 364):—Where it will be seen that Text (tcapevov) 
and Interpretation (£ppqv£ta) are confusedly thrown together. "Anonymus [Vaticanus]” also quotes S. Mark xvi. 9 at p. 109, ad 
fin. —Matthaei (N. T. ii. 269),—overlooking the fact that “ Anonymus Vaticanus” (or simply '‘Anonymus”) and “Anonymus 
Tolosanus ” (or simply “ Tolosanus ”) denote two distinct Codices,—falls into a mistake himself while contradicting our learned 
countryman Mill, who says,—“Certe Victor Antioch, ac Anonymus Tolosanus hue usque [sc. ver. 8] nec ultra 
commentantur.”—Scholz’ dictum is,—“Commentatorum qui in catenis SS. Patrum ad Marcum laudantur, nulla explicatio hujus 
pericopae exhibetur.” 

239 

See above pp. 62-3. The Latin of Peltanus may be seen in such Collections as the Magna Bibliotheca Vett. PP. (1618,) vol. 
iv. p. 330, col. 2 E, F.—For the Greek, see Possini Catena , pp. 359-61. 
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4. Least of all is it to be supposed that the learned Critic has inspected either of the last two 
editions of the same Catena: viz. that of Matthaei, (Moscow 1775,) or that of Cramer, (Oxford 
N 1844,) from MSS. in the Royal Library at Paris and in the Bodleian. This is simply impossible, 

135 I because (as we have seen), in these is contained the famous passage which categorically asserts 

the genuineness of the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel 240 . 

Now this exhausts the subject. 

To which, then, of “the Catenae on Mark,” I must again inquire, does this learned writer 
allude?—I will venture to answer the question myself; and to assert that this is only one more 
instance of the careless, second-hand (and third-rate) criticism which is to be met with in every 
part of Dr. Davidson’s book: one proof more of the alacrity with which wom-out objections and 
worthless arguments are furbished up afresh, and paraded before an impatient generation and an 
unlearned age, whenever ( tanquam vile corpus ) the writings of Apostles or Evangelists are to be 
assailed, or the Faith of the Church of Christ is to be unsettled and undermined. 


V. If the Reader will have the goodness to refer back to p. 39, he will perceive that I have now 
disposed of every witness whom I originally undertook to examine, lie will also, in fairness, admit 
that there has not been elicited one particle of evidence, from first to last, which renders it in the 
slightest degree probable that the Gospel of S. Mark, as it originally came from the hands of its 
inspired Author, was either an imperfect or an unfinished work. Whether there have not emerged 
certain considerations which render such a supposition in the highest degree w/z likely,—I am quite 
content that my Reader shall decide. 


Dismissing the external testimony, therefore, proceed we now to review those internal evidences, 
which are confidently appealed to as proving that the concluding Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel cannot 
be regarded as really the work of the Evangelist. 



CHAPTER IX. 

INTERNAL EVIDENCE DEMONSTRATED TO BE THE VERY REVERSE OF 
UNFAVOURABLE TO THESE VERSES. 

The “ Style ” and “ Phraseology ” of these Verses declared by Critics to be not S. Mark’s.—Insecurity 
of such Criticism (p. 140).— The “ Style ” of chap. xvi. 9-20 shown to be the same as the 


240 

See above, pp. 64-5, and Appendix (E). 
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style o/'chap. i. 9-20 (p. 142).— The “ Phraseology ” examined in twenty-seven particulars, 
and skews to be auspicious in none (p. 145),— but in twenty-seven particulars shewn 
to be the reverse (p. 170).— Such Remarks fallacious (p. 173).— Judged of by a truer, 
a more delicate and philosophical Test, these Verses proved to be most probably genuine 
(p. 175). 

A DISTINCT class of objections remains to be considered. An argument much relied on by 
those who deny or doubt the genuineness of this portion of S. Mark’s Gospel, is derived from 
considerations of internal evidence. In the judgment of a recent Editor of the New Testament,—These 
twelve verses “bear traces of another hand from that which has shaped the diction and construction 
of the rest of the Gospel 241 .” They are therefore “an addition to the narrative,”—of which “the 
internal evidence will be found to preponderate vastly against the authorship of Mark.”—“A 
difference,” (says Dr. Tregelles,) “has been remarked, and truly remarked, between the phraseology 
of this section and the rest of this Gospel.”—According to Dr. Davidson,” The phraseology and 
style of the section are unfavourable to its authenticity.” “The characteristic peculiarities which 
pervade Mark’s Gospel do not appear in it; but, on the contrary, terms and expressions,” “phrases 
and words, are introduced which Mark never uses; or terms for which he employs others 242 .”—So 
Meyer,—“With ver. 9, we suddenly come upon an excerpting process totally different from the 
previous mode of narration. The passage contains none of Mark’s peculiarities (no suBeooq, no 
TrdA.iv, &c., but the baldness and lack of clearness which mark a compiler;) while in single 
-IX expressions, it is altogether contrary to Mark’s manner.”—“There is” (says Professor Norton) “a 

137 I difference so great between the use of language in this passage, and its use in the undisputed portion 
of Mark’s Gospel, as to furnish strong reasons for believing the passage not genuine.”—No one, 
however, has expressed himself more strongly on this subject than Tischendorf.” “Singula” (he 
says) “multifariam a Marci ratione abhorrent 243 .” . . . Here, then, is something very like a consensus 
of hostile opinion: although the terms of the indictment are somewhat vague. Difference of “Diction 
and Construction,”—difference of “Phraseology and Style,”—difference of “Terms and 
Expressions,”—difference of “Words and Phrases;”—the absence of S. Mark’s “characteristic 
peculiarities.” I suppose, however, that all may be brought under two heads,—(I.) Style, and (II.) 
Phraseology: meaning by “Style” whatever belongs to the Evangelist’s manner; and by 
“Phraseology” whatever relates to the words and expressions he has employed. It remains, therefore, 
that we now examine the proofs by which it is proposed to substantiate these confident assertions, 
and ascertain exactly what they are worth by constant appeals to the Gospel. Throughout this 


241 

Alford on S. Mark xvi. 9-20. 

242 

Introduction , &c. p. 113. 

243 

Nov. Test. Ed. 8 va i. p. 406. 
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inquiry, we have to do not with Opinion but with Fact. The unsupported dicta of Critics, however 
distinguished, are entitled to no manner of attention. 

1. In the meantime, as might have been expected, these confident and often-repeated 
asseverations have been by no means unproductive of mischievous results: 


Like ceaseless droppings, which at last are known 
To leave their dint upon the solid stone. 



I observe that Scholars and Divines of the best type (as the Rev. T. S. Green 244 ) at last put up 
with them. The wisest however reproduce them under protest, and with apology. The names of 
Tischendorf and Tregelles, Meyer and Davidson, command attention. It seems to be thought 
incredible that they can all be entirely in the wrong. They impose upon learned and unlearned 
readers alike. “Even Barnabas has been carried away with their dissimulation.” He has (to my 
surprise and regret) two suggestions:— 

(a) The one,—That this entire section of the second Gospel may possibly have been written 
long after the rest; and that therefore its verbal peculiarities need not perplex or trouble us. It was, 
I suppose, (according to this learned and pious writer,) a kind of after-thought, or supplement, or 
Appendix to S. Mark’s Gospel. In this way I have seen the last Chapter of S. John once and again 
accounted for.—To which, it ought to be a sufficient answer to point out that there is no appearance 
whatever of any such interval having been interposed between S. Mark xvi. 8 and 9: that it is highly 
improbable that any such interval occurred: and that until the “verbal peculiarities” have been 
ascertained to exist, it is, to say the least, a gratuitous exercise of the inventive faculty to discover 
reasons for their existence. Whether there be not something radically unsound and wrong in all 
such conjectures about “after-thoughts,” “supplements,” “appendices,” and “second editions” when 
the everlasting Gospel of Jesus Christ is the thing spoken of,—a confusing of things heavenly with 
things earthly which must make the Angels weep,—I forbear to press on the present occasion. It 
had better perhaps be discussed at another opportunity. But cpiAor avSpsc; 245 will forgive my freedom 
in having already made my personal sentiment on the subject sufficiently plain. 


(ih ) His other suggestion is,—That this portion may not have been penned by S. Mark himself 
after all. By which he clearly means no more than this,—that as we are content not to know who 
wrote the conclusion of the Books of Deuteronomy and Joshua, so, if needful, we may well be 
content not to know who wrote the end of the Gospel of S. Mark.—In reply to which, I have but 
to say, that after cause has been shewn why we should indeed believe that not S. Mark but some 


244 

Developed Crit. pp. 51-2. 

245 

apcpoTv yap ovrcov cptAcuv, ocnov Jtponpav rr|v aArjSaav.—Arist. Eth. Nic. I. iii. 
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one else wrote the end of S. Mark’s Gospel, we shall be perfectly willing to acquiesce in the new 
fact:—but not till then. 

2. True indeed it is that here and there a voice has been lifted up in the way of protest 246 against 
the proposed inference from the familiar premisses; (for the self-same statements have now been 
so often reproduced, that the eye grows weary at last of the ever-recurring string of offending 
vocables:)—but, with one honorable exception 247 , men do not seem to have ever thought of calling 
the premisses themselves in question: examining the statements one by one: contesting the ground 
inch by inch: refusing absolutely to submit to any dictation whatever in this behalf: insisting on 
bringing the whole matter to the test of severe inquiry, and making every detail the subject of strict 
judicial investigation. This is what I propose to do in the course of the present Chapter. I altogether 
deny the validity of the inference which has been drawn from “the style,” “the phraseology,” “the 
diction” of the present section of the Gospel. But I do more. I entirely deny the accuracy of almost 
every individual statement from which the unfavourable induction is made, and the hostile inference 
drawn. Even this will not nearly satisfy me. I insist that one only result can attend the exact analysis 
of this portion of the Gospel into its elements; namely, a profound conviction that S. Mark is most 

mo | certainly its Author. 

3. Let me however distinctly declare beforehand that remarks on “the style” of an Evangelist 
are singularly apt to be fallacious, especially when (as here) it is proposed to apply them to a very 
limited portion of the sacred narrative. Altogether to be mistrusted moreover are they, when (as on 
the present occasion) it is proposed to make them the ground for possibly rejecting such a portion 
of Scripture as spurious. It becomes a fatal objection to such reasoning that the style may indeed 



246 

To the honour of the Rev. F. H. Scrivener be it said, that he at least absolutely refuses to pay any attention at all “to the 
argument against these twelve verses arising from their alleged difference in style from the rest of the Gospel.” See by all means 
his remarks on this subject. ( Introduction , pp. 481-2.)—One would have thought that a recent controversy concerning a short 
English Poem—which some able men were confident might have been written by Milton, while others were just as confident 
that it could not possibly be his,—ought to have opened the eyes of all to the precarious nature of such Criticism. 

247 

Allusion is made to the Rev. John A. Broadus, D.D.,—“Professor of Interpretation of the New Testament in the Southern 
Baptist Theological Seminary, Greenville, S.C.,”—the author of an able and convincing paper entitled “Exegetical Studies” in 
“The Baptist Quarterly ” for July, 1869 (Philadelphia), pp. 355-62: in which “the words and phrases” contained in S. Mark xvi. 
9-20 are exclusively examined. 

If the present volume should ever reach the learned Professor's hands, he will perceive that I must have written the present 
Chapter before I knew of his labours: (an advantage which I owe to Mr. Scrivener’s kindness:) my treatment of the subject and 
his own being so entirely different. But it is only due to Professor Broadus to acknowledge the interest and advantage with which 
I have compared my lucubrations with his, and the sincere satisfaction with which I have discovered that we have everywhere 
independently arrived at precisely the same result. 


124 




The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


be exceedingly diverse, and yet the Author be confessedly one and the same. How exceedingly 
dissimilar in style are the Revelation of S. John and the Gospel of S. John! Moreover, practically, 
the promised remarks on “style,” when the Authorship of some portion of Scripture is to be discussed, 
are commonly observed to degenerate at once into what is really quite a different thing. Single 
words, perhaps some short phrase, is appealed to, which (it is said) does not recur in any part of 
the same book; and thence it is argued that the Author can no longer be the same. “According to 
this argument, the recurrence of the same words constitutes identity of style; the want of such 
recurrence implies difference of style;—difference of style in such a sense as compels us to infer 
diversity of authorship. Each writer is supposed to have at his disposal a limited number of ‘formulae’ 
within the range of which he must work. He must in each chapter employ these formulae, and these 
only. He must be content with one small portion of his mother-tongue, and not dare to venture 
across the limits of that portion,—on pain of losing his identity 248 .” 



How utterly insecure must be every approximation to such a method of judging about the 
Authorship of any twelve verses of Scripture which can be named, scarcely requires illustration. 
The attentive reader of S. Matthew’s Gospel is aware that a mode of expression which is six times 
repeated in his viii th and ix th chapters is perhaps only once met with besides in his Gospel,—viz. 
in his xxi st chapter 249 . The “style” of the 17th verse of his ist chapter may be thought unlike anything 
else in S. Matthew. S. Luke’s five opening verses are unique, both in respect of manner and of 
matter. S. John also in his five opening verses seems to me to have adopted a method which is not 
recognisable anywhere else in his writings; “rising strangely by degrees,” (as Bp. Pearson expresses 
it 250 ,) “making the last word of the former sentence the first of that which followeth.”—“He knoweth 
that he saith true,” is the language of the same Evangelist concerning himself in chap. xix. 35. But, 
“we know that his testimony is true,” is his phrase in chap. xxi. 24. Twice, and twice only throughout 
his Gospel, (viz. in chap. xix. 35: xx. 31), is he observed to address his readers, and on both occasions 
in the same words: (“that ye may believe.”) But what of all this? Is it to be supposed that S. Matthew, 
S. Luke, S. John are not the authors of those several places? From facts like these no inference 
whatever is to be drawn as to the genuineness or the spuriousness of a writing. It is quite to mistake 
the Critic’s vocation to imagine that he is qualified, or called upon, to pass any judgment of the 
sort. 


Dr. Kay’s Crisis Hupfeldiana, p. 34,—the most masterly and instructive exposure of Bp. Colenso’s incompetence and 
presumption which has ever appeared. Intended specially of his handling of the writings of Moses, the remarks in the text are 
equally applicable to much which has been put forth concerning the authorship of the end of S. Mark’s Gospel. 

Matth. viii. 1 (narafidvri aurto):—5 (EtaeASovrt rto ’I.):—23 (epfSavrt aurto):—28 (eASovrt aurto):—ix. 27 (Ttapayovri 
rto ’I.):—28 (eASovrt)—xxi. 23 (eASovrt aurto). 

On the Creed, Art. ii. (vol. i. p. 155.) 
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5.1 have not said all this, of course, as declining the proposed investigation. I approach it on 
the contrary right willingly, being confident that it can be attended by only one result. With what 
is true, endless are the harmonies which evolve themselves: from what is false, the true is equally 
certain to stand out divergent 251 . And we all desire nothing but the Truth. 

I. To begin then with the “Style and manner” of S. Mark in this place. 

1. We are assured that “instead of the graphic, detailed description by which this Evangelist is 
distinguished, we meet with an abrupt, sententious manner, resembling that of brief notices extracted 
from larger accounts and loosely linked together 252 .” Surely if this be so, the only lawful inference 
would be that S. Mark, in this place, has “extracted brief notices from larger accounts, and loosely 
linked them together:” and unless such a proceeding on the part of the Evangelist be judged 
incredible, it is hard to see what is the force of the adverse criticism, as directed against the 
genuineness of the passage now under consideration. 

2. But in truth, (when divested of what is merely a gratuitous assumption,) the preceding account 
of the matter is probably not far from the correct one. Of S. Mark’s practice of making “ extracts, ” 
I know nothing: nor Dr. Davidson either. That there existed any “larger accounts” which would, 
have been available for such a purpose, (except the Gospel according to S. Matthew,) there is neither 
a particle of evidence, nor a shadow of probability. On the other hand, that, notwithstanding the 
abundant oral information to which confessedly he had access, S. Mark has been divinely guided 
in this place to handle, in the briefest manner, some of the chiefest things which took place after 
our Lord&# 82 17;s Resurrection,—is simply undeniable. And without at all admitting that the style 
of the Evangelist is in consequence either “abrupt” or “sententious 253 ,” I yet recognise the inevitable 
consequence of relating many dissimilar things within very narrow limits; namely, that the transition 

143 | from one to the other forces itself on the attention. What wonder that the same phenomenon should 



251 

to) yap aAr|0£T itavra auvaSet ra uitdpxovra, ra> 5e ijieuSeT raxu StacpwveT raAr|0e<;. Aristot. Etli. Nic. I. c. vi. 

252 

Davidson's Introduction, &c. i. 170. 

253 

And yet, if it were ever so “sententious,” ever so “abrupt;” and if his “brief notices” were ever so “loosely linked 
together;”—these, according to Dr. Davidson, would only be indications that S. Mark actually was their Author. Hear him 
discussing S. Mark's “characteristics,” at p. 151:—“In the consecution of his narrations, Mark puts them together very loosely .” 
“Mark is also characterised by a conciseness and apparent incompleteness of delineation which are allied to the obscure.” “The 
abrupt introduction” of many of his details is again and again appealed to by Dr. Davidson, and illustrated by references to the 
Gospel. What, in the name of common sense, is the value of such criticism as this? What is to be thought of a gentleman who 
blows hot and cold in the same breath: denying at p.170 the genuineness of a certain portion of Scripture because it exhibits the 
very peculiarities which at p. 151 he had volunteered the information are characteristic of its reputed Author? 
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not be discoverable in other parts of the Gospel where the Evangelist is not observed to be doing 
the same thing? 

3. But wherever in his Gospel S. Mark is doing the same thing, he is observed to adopt the style 
and manner which Dr. Davidson is pleased to call “sententious” and “abrupt.” Take twelve verses 
in his first chapter, as an example. Between S. Mark xvi. 9-20 and S. Mark i. 9-20,1 profess myself 
unable to discern any real difference of style. I proceed to transcribe the passage which I deliberately 
propose for comparison; the twelve corresponding verses, namely, in S. Mark’ s first chapter, which 
are to be compared with the twelve verses already under discussion, from his last, and they may 
be just as conveniently exhibited in English as in Greek:— 

(S. MARKi. 9-20.) 

(ver. 9.) “And it came to pass in those days, that Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee, and was 
baptized of John in Jordan. (10.) And straightway coming up out of the water. He saw the heavens 
opened, and the Spirit like a dove descending upon Him: (11.) and there came a voice from heaven 
saying, Thou art My beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased. (12.) And immediately the Spirit 
driveth Him into the wilderness. (13.) And He was there in the wilderness forty days, tempted of 
Satan; and was with the wild beasts; and the Angels ministered unto Him. (14.) Now after that John 
was put in prison, Jesus came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of the kingdom of God, (15.) and 
saying. The time is fulfilled, and the Kingdom of Goy is at hand: repent ye, and believe the Gospel. 
(16.) Now, as He walked by the sea of Galilee, He saw Simon and Andrew his brother casting a 
net into the sea: for they were fishers. (17.) And Jesus said unto them, Come ye after Me, and I 
“IX will make you to become fishers of men. (18.) And straightway they forsook their nets, and followed 

144 | Him. (19.) And when He had gone a little farther thence, He saw James the son of Zebedee, and 

John his brother, who also were in the ship mending their nets. (20.) And straightway He called 
them; and they left their father Zebedee in the ship with the hired servants, and went after Him.” 

4. The candid reader must needs admit that precisely the self-same manner is recognisable in 
this first chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel which is asserted to be peculiar to the last. Note, that from 
our Saviour&#8217;s Baptism (which occupies the first three verses) the Evangelist passes to His 
Temptation, which is dismissed in two. Six months elapse. The commencement of the Ministry is 
dismissed in the next two verses. The last five describe the call of four of the Apostles,—without 
any distinct allusion to the miracle which was the occasion of it. . . . How was it possible that when 
incidents considerable as these had to be condensed within the narrow compass of twelve verses, 
the same “graphic, detailed description” could reappear which renders S. Mark’s description of the 
miracle performed in the country of the Gadarenes (for example) so very interesting; where a single 
incident is spread over twenty verses, although the action did not perhaps occupy an hour? I rejoice 
to observe that “the abrupt transitions of this section” (ver. 1-13) have also been noticed by Dean 
Alford: who very justly accounts for the phenomenon by pointing out that here “Mark appears as 
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an abridger of previously well-known facts 254 .” But then, I want to know what there is in this to 
induce us to suspect the genuineness of either the beginning or the end of S. Mark’s Gospel? 

5. For it is a mistake to speak as if “graphic, detailed description” invariably characterise the 
second Gospel. S. Mark is quite as remarkable for his practice of occasionally exhibiting a 
considerable transaction in a highly abridged form. The opening of his Gospel is singularly concise, 
and altogether sudden. His account of John’s preaching (i. 1-8) is the shortest of all. Very concise 
“IN is his account of our Saviour&#8217;s Baptism (ver. 9-11). The brevity of his description of our 

145 I Lord&#8217;s Temptation is even extraordinary (ver. 12, 13.)—I pass on; premising that I shall 

have occasion to remind the reader by-and-by of certain peculiarities in these same Twelve Verses, 
which seem to have been hitherto generally overlooked. 

II. Nothing more true, therefore, than Dr. Tregelles’ admission “that arguments on style are 
often very fallacious, and that by themselves they prove very little. But” (he proceeds) “when there 
does exist external evidence; and when internal proofs as to style, manner, verbal expression, and 
connection, are in accordance with such independent grounds of forming a judgment; then, these 
internal considerations possess very great weight.” 

I have already shewn that there exists no such external evidence as Dr. Tregelles supposes. And 
in the absence of it, I am bold to assert that since nothing in the “Style” or the “Phraseology” of 
these verses ever aroused suspicion in times past, we have rather to be on our guard against suffering 
our judgment to be warped by arguments drawn from such precarious considerations now. As for 
determining from such data the authorship of an isolated passage; asserting or denying its genuineness 
for no other reason but because it contains certain words and expressions which do or do not occur 
elsewhere in the Gospel of which it forms part;—let me again declare plainly that the proceeding 
is in the highest degree uncritical. We are not competent judges of what words an Evangelist was 
likely on any given occasion to employ. We have no positive knowledge of the circumstances under 
which any part of any one of the four Gospels was written; nor the influences which determined 
an Evangelist’s choice of certain expressions in preference to others. We are learners,—we can be 
only learners here. But having said all this, I proceed (as already declared) without reluctance or 
misgiving to investigate the several charges which have been brought against this section of the 
Gospel; charges derived from its Phraseology; and which will be found to be nothing else but 
repeated assertions that a certain Word or Phrase,—(there are about twenty-four such words and 
phrases in all 255 ,)—“occurs nowhere in the Gospel of Mark;” with probably the alarming asseveration 



254 

N. T. vol. i. Prolegg. p. 38. 

255 

It may be convenient, in this place, to enumerate the several words and expressions about to be considered:— 
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(i.) Ttpcorq aa(3(3drou (ver. 9.)—See above. 

(ii.) dtp’ rjt; £K|k(3Af|K£t eitrcc Satpovta (ver. 9.)—See p. 152. 

(iii.) £Kj3dAAetv oato (ver. 9.)—See p. 163. 

(iv.) ttopeueaOat (vers. 10, 12, 15.)— Ibid. 

(v.) oi per’ aurou Yevopevoi (ver. 10.)—See p. 155. 

(vi.) 0eda0oa (ver. 11 and 14.)—See p. 156. 

(vii.) 0ea0fjvat into (ver. 11.—See p.158. 

(viii.) amarelv (ver. 11 and 16.)— Ibid. 

(ix.) perd raura (ver. 12.)—See p. 159. 

(x.) erepot; (ver. 12.)—See p. 160. 

(xi.) uarepov (ver. 14.)— Ibid. 

(xii.) (3Adjtrerv (ver.18.)— Ibid. 

(xiii.) Jtavraxoo (ver. 20.)—See p. 161. 

(xiv. and xv.) auvepYetv—ftefSoaouv (ver. 20.)— Ibid. 

(xvi.) Ttaaa f| vcrtatt; (ver. 15.)— Ibid. 

(xvii.) ev ret) ovopari pou (ver. 17.)—See p. 162. 

(xviii. and xix.) itapaKoAouOeTv—ejtaKoAou0eTv (ver. 17 and 19.)—See p. 163. 
(xx.) xerpaq ejnOelvoa era nva (ver. 18.)—See p. 164. 

(xxi. and xxii.) pev ouv—6 Kuproi;—(ver. 19 and 20.)— Ibid. 

(xxiii.) avaAr|cp0fjvoa (ver. 19.)—See p. 166. 

(xxiv.) exelvoi; used in a peculiar way (verses 10, 11 [and 13?].)— Ibid. 

(xxv.) “Verses without a copulative,” (verses 10 and 14.)— Ibid. 

(xxvi. and xxvii.) Absence of euOetoc; and raxAtv.—See p. 168. 
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that it is “abhorrent to Mark’s manner.” .... The result of the inquiry which follows will perhaps 
be not exactly what is commonly imagined. 

The first difficulty of this class is very fairly stated by one whose name I cannot write without 
a pang,—the late Dean Alford:— 

(I.) The expression irpoorq oa(3(3arou, for the “first day of the week” (in ver. 9) “is remarkable” 
(he says) “as occurring so soon after” pia aa(3(3<rtoov, (a precisely equivalent expression) in ver. 
2.—Yes, it is remarkable. 



Scarcely more remarkable, perhaps, than that S. Luke in the course of one and the same chapter 
should four times designate the Sabbath to ad(3(3atov, and twice ra ad(3(3ata: again, twice, to 
ad(3(3atov,—twice, q qpspa too aa(3(3cn:ou,— and once, ta ad(3(3ara 256 . Or again, that S. Matthew 
should in one and the same chapter five times call the Sabbath, ra ad(3(3ata, and three times, to 
od(3(3atov 257 . Attentive readers will have observed that the Evangelists seem to have been fond in 
this way of varying their phrase; suddenly introducing a new expression for something which they 
had designated differently just before. Often, I doubt not, this is done with the profoundest purpose, 
and sometimes even with manifest design; but the phenomenon, however we may explain it, still 
remains. Thus, S. Matthew, (in his account of our Lord&#8217;s Temptation,—chap, iv.,) has 6 
5id(3oAoq in ver. 1, and 6 Tteipa^oov, in ver. 3, for him whom our Saviour calls Earavdq in ver. 
10. —S. Mark, in chap. v. 2, has ta pvqpe+a,—but in ver. 5, ta pvqpara.—S. Luke, in xxiv. 1, has 
to pvrjpa; but in the next verse, to pvqpdov.—’E tu. with an accusative twice in S. Matth. xxv. 21, 
23, is twice exchanged for ini with a genitive in the same two verses: and epupoi (in ver. 32) is 
exchanged for epicpia in ver. 33. —Instead of dpxoov rrjq auvaYOoyrjc; (in S. Luke viii. 41) we read, 
in ver. 49, dpxtauvdyooYOc;: and for ot coiootoAoi (in ix. 10) we find ot 5o)§£Ka in ver. 12. — Ouq in 
S. Luke xxii. 50 is exchanged for oariov in the next verse.—In like manner, those whom S. Luke 
calls ot vsoarepot in Acts v. 6, he calls vsaviavcot in ver. 10. . . . All such matters strike me as highly 
interesting, but not in the least as suspicious. It surprises me a little, of course, that S. Mark should 
present me with Ttpoarq aa(3(3ccrou (in ver. 9) instead of the phrase pia aa(3(3ca:<x>v, which he had 
employed just above (in ver. 2.) But it does not surprise me much,—when I observe that pia 
aa(3(3aTOJV occurs only once in each of the Four Gospels 25 *. Whether surprised much or little, 


256 

S. Luke vi. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9: xiii. 10. 14, 15, 16. S. Luke has. in fact, all the four different designations for the Sabbath which 
are found in the Septuagint version of the O. T. Scriptures: for, in the Acts (xiii. 14: xvi. 13), he twice calls it L Lf| f|pepa rwv 
aa(3(3drtov. 

257 

S. Matth. xii. 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12. 

258 

It occurs in S. Matth. xxviii. 1. S. Mark xvi. 2. S. Luke xxiv. 1. S. John xx. i. 19. Besides, only in Acts xx. 7. 
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however,—Am I constrained in consequence, (with Tischendorf and the rest,) to regard this 
expression (TipooTq aa(3(3drou) as a note of spuriousness? That is the only thing I have to consider. 

I\ Am I, with Dr. Davidson, to reason as follows:—“Tipoatq, Mark would scarcely have used. It should 
i48 I have been pia, &c. as is proved by Mark xvi. 2, &c. The expression could scarcely have proceeded 
from a Jew. It betrays a Gentile author 259 .” Am I to reason thus? ... I propose to answer this question 
somewhat in detail. 

(1.) That among the Greek-speaking Jews of Palestine, in the days of the Gospel, (| pia toov 
aa(3(3dxoov was the established method of indicating “the first day of the week,” is plain, not only 
from the fact that the day of the Resurrection is so designated by each of the Four Evangelists in 
turn 260 ; (S. John has the expression twice;) but also from S. Paul’s use of the phrase in 1 Cor. xvi. 
2. It proves, indeed, to have been the ordinary Hellenistic way of exhibiting the vernacular idiom 
of Palestine 261 . The cardinal (pia) for the ordinal (Tipoarq) in this phrase was a known Talmudic 
expression, which obtained also in Syriac 262 . Id(3(3arov and ad(3(3ara,—designations in strictness 
of the Sabbath-day ,—had come to be also used as designations of the week. A reference to S. Mark 
xvi. 9 and S. Luke xviii. 12 establishes this concerning cd(3(3atov: a reference to the six places cited 
just now in note (s) establishes it concerning ad(3(3ccra. To see how indifferently the two forms 
(aa(3(3atov and cd(3(3ara) were employed, one has but to notice that S. Matthew, in the course of 
one and the same chapter, five times designates the Sabbath as ra cd(3(3ara, and three times as to 


259 

Introduction, &c. i. 169. 

260 

See the foregoing note (s). 

261 

See Buxtorf s Lexicon Talmudicum, p. 2323. 

262 

y. Lightfoot (on 1 Cor. xvi. 2) remarks concerning S. Paul's phrase Kara piav aa(3(3aru>v,— ‘TQ273 HITD [b’had 
b’shabbath.] ‘In the first [lit. one ] of the Sabbath,’ would the Talmudists say.”—Professor Gandell writes,—“in Syriac, the days 
of the week are similarly named. See Bernstein s. v. 

[lit. one in the Sabbath, two in the Sabbath, three in the Sabbath.]” 
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ad(3(3arov 263 . The origin and history of both words will be found explained in a note at the foot of 
the page 264 

(2.) Confessedly, then, a double Hebraism is before us, which must have been simply 
unintelligible to Gentile readers. Mia roov aa(3($dtoov sounded as enigmatical to an ordinary Greek 
ear, as “una sabbatorum ” to a Roman. A convincing proof, (if proof were needed,) how abhorrent 
to a Latin reader was the last-named expression, is afforded by the old Latin versions of S. Matthew 
xxviii. 1; where oijis aa(3(3droov, rfj knupuoKOvar] riq piav aa(3(3droov, is invariably rendered, 
“Vespere sabbati, quae lucescit in prima sabbati .” 


263 

S. Mark xii. 1,2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12. 

264 

The Sabbath-day, in the Old Testament, is invariably nQE?, ( shabbath ): a word which the Greeks could not exhibit more 

nearly than by the word aa(3|3arov. The Chaldee form of this word is (shabbatha :) the final X (a) being added for 

emphasis, as in Abba, Aceldama, Bethesda, Cepha, Pascha, &c.: and this form,—(I owe the information to my friend Professor 
Gandell,)—because it was so familiar to the people of Palestine, (who spoke Aramaic,) gave rise to another form of the Greek 
name for the Sabbath,—viz. aa(3(3ara: which, naturally enough, attracted the article (to) into agreement with its own (apparently) 
plural form. By the Greek-speaking population of Judaea, the Sabbath day was therefore indifferently called to aa(3(3atov and 
ta aa(3(3ata: sometimes again, (| qpepa tou aa(3(3atou: and sometimes (| qpepa twv aa(3(3dttov 

Ea(3(3ata, although plural in sound, was strictly singular in sense. (Accordingly, it is invariably rendered "Sabbatum “in the 
Vulgate.) Thus, in Exod. xvi. 23,—ad(3(3ata avcmauatq ayta tw Kuptw: and 25,—eottv yap ad(3(3ata aqpepov tw Kuptw. 
Again,—rfj 5e qpepa rfj e(35opq aa(3(3ata. (Exod. xvi. 28: xxxi. 14. Levit. xxiii. 3.) And in the Gospel, what took place on one 
definite Sabbath-day, is said to have occurred ev ton; aa(3|3aai (S. Luke xiii. 10. S. Mark xii. 1.) 

It will, I believe, be invariably found that the form ev tou; od(3(3aat is strictly equivalent to ev tw ad(3(3(XTW and was adopted 
for convenience in contradistinction to ev tou; aa(3(3aTOt<; (1 Chron. xxiii. 31 and 2 Chron. ii. 4) where Sabbath days are spoken 
of. 


It is not correct to say that in Levit. xxiii. 15 is put for “weeks;” though the Septuagint translators have (reasonably 

enough) there rendered the word e(35opd5ac;. In Levit. xxv. 8, (where the same word occurs twice,) it is once rendered avocraxuaett;; 

once, e(35opd5e<;.. Quite distinct is SM32? (shavooa) i.e. e(35op<;; nor is there any substitution of the one word for the other. But 
inasmuch as the recurrence of the Sabbath-day was what constituted a week; in other words, since the essential feature of a week, 
as a Jewish division of time, was the recurrence of the Jewish day of rest;— to aa(3(3aTOv or to aa(3(3aTa, the Hebrew name for 
the day of rest, became transferred to the week. The former designation, (as explained in the text,) is used once by S. Mark, once 
by S. Luke; while the phrase pta twv aa(3(3aTWv occurs in the N.T., in all, six times. 
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(3.) The reader will now be prepared for the suggestion, that when S. Mark, (who is traditionally 
related to have written his Gospel at Rome 265 ,) varies, in ver. 9, the phrase he had employed in ver. 

L\ 2, he does so for an excellent and indeed for an obvious reason. In ver. 2, be had conformed to the 
iso | prevailing usage of Palestine, and followed the example set him by S. Matthew (xxviii. 1) in adopting 
the enigmatical expression, q pi a aa(3(3dTOOV. That this would be idiomatically represented in Latin 
by the phrase “prima sabbati,” we have already seen. In ver. 9, therefore, he is solicitous to record 
the fact of the Resurrection afresh; and this time, his phrase is observed to be the Greek equivalent 
for the Latin “prima sabbati;’’’’ viz. Tipcurq aa(3(3drou. How strictly equivalent the two modes of 
expression were felt to be by those who were best qualified to judge, is singularly illustrated by the 
fact that the Syriac rendering of both places is identical. 


(4.) But I take leave to point out that this substituted phrase, instead of being a suspicious 
circumstance, is on the contrary a striking note of genuineness. For do we not recognise here, in 
the last chapter of the Gospel, the very same hand which, in the first chapter of it, was careful to 
inform us, just for once, that “Judaea,” is “a country,'” (f| TouScdct xoopa,)—and “Jordan,” “a river,” 
(q TopSdvqq norapop)?—Is not this the very man who explained to his readers (in chap. xv. 42) 
that the familiar Jewish designation for “Friday,” q TiapaaKEuq. denotes “the day before the 
Sabbath 266 !” —and who was so minute in informing us (in chap. vii. 3, 4) about certain ceremonial 
practices of “the Pharisees and all the Jews?” Yet more,—Is not the selfsame writer clearly 
recognisable in this xvi th chapter, who in chap. vi. 37 presented us with cmsKOuAdnup (the Latin 
spiculator) for “an executioner?” and who, in chap. xv. 39, for “a centurion,” wrote—not 
EKarovrapxop. but—Kevrupioov?—and, in chap. xii. 42, explained that the two Xetixa which the 
— 1\ poor widow cast into the Treasury were equivalent to KoSpdvrrp. the Latin quadrans ?—and in 

151 I chap. vii. 4, 8, introduced the Roman measure sextarius, (^eorqp)?—and who volunteered the 
information (in chap. xv. 16) that auArp is only another designation of upairoopiov 
(Praetorium )?—Yes. S. Mark,—who, alone of the four Evangelists, (in chap. xv. 21,) records the 
fact that Simon the Cyrenian was “the father of Alexander and Rufus,” evidently for the sake of 
his Latin readers 267 : S. Mark,—who alone ventures to write in Greek letters (odd,—chap. xv. 29,) 
the Latin interjection “ Vah\ ”—obviously because be was writing where that exclamation was most 


So Eusebius ( Eccl. Hist. ii. 15), and Jerome (De Viris Illust. ii. 827), on the authority of Clemens Alex, and of Papias. See 
also Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 14.—The colophon in the Syriac Version shews that the same traditional belief prevailed in the Eastern 
Church. It also finds record in the Synopsis Scripturae (wrongly) ascribed to Athanasius. 

TtapaaKeuf], o eart ttpoad(3(3arov.—Our E. V. “preparation” is from Augustine,—“Parasceue Latine praeparatio est.”—See 
Pearson’s interesting note on the word. 

* Consider Rom. xvi. 13. 
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familiar, and the force of it best understood 268 : S. Mark,—who attends to the Roman division of 
the day, in relating our Lord&#8217;s prophecy to S. Peter 269 :—S. Mark, I say, no doubt it was 
who,—having conformed himself to the precedent set him by S. Matthew and the familiar usage, 
of Palestine; and having written rrjc; pia aa(3(3caoov, (which he knew would sound like “una 
sabbatorum 270 ,”) in ver. 2;—introduced, also for the benefit of his Latin readers, the Greek equivalent 
for “ prima sabbati ,” (viz. npoorq aa(3(3arou,) in ver. 9.—This, therefore, I repeat, so far from being 
a circumstance “ unfavourable to its authenticity,” (by which, I presume, the learned writer means 
its genuineness ), is rather corroborative of the Church’s constant belief that the present section of 
S. Mark’s Gospel is, equally with the rest of it, the production of S. Mark. ‘‘Not only was the 
document intended for Gentile converts:” (remarks Dr. Davidson, p. 149,) ‘‘but there are also 
appearances of its adaptation to the use of Roman Christians in particular.” Just so. And I venture 
to say that in the whole of “the document” Dr. Davidson will not find a more striking “appearance 
of its adaptation to the use of Roman Christians,”—and therefore of its genuineness, —than this. I 
shall have to request my reader by-and-by to accept it as one of the most striking notes of Divine 
origin which these verses contain.—For the moment, I pass on. 

(II.) Less excusable is the coarseness of critical perception betrayed by the next remark. It has 
been pointed out as a suspicious circumstance that in ver. 9, “the phrase dtp’ f|q eK(3e(3ArjKei OTTa 
Saipovia, is attached to the name, of Mary Magdalene, although she had been mentioned three 
times before without such appendix. It seems to have been taken from Luke viii. 2 271 .”—Strange 
perversity, and yet stranger blindness! 


(1.) The phrase cannot have been taken from S. Luke; because S. Luke’s Gospel was written 
after S. Mark’s. It was not taken from S. Luke; because there acp’ f|q Saipovia £7TT& 
£^£AqAu0£i,—here, acp’ qq £K(3£(3A(jK£i nrra Saipovia is read. 


(2.) More important is it to expose the shallowness and futility of the entire objection.—Mary 
Magdalene “had been mentioned three times before, without such appendix .” Well but,—What 
thenl After twice (eh. xiv. 54, 66) using the word auAij without any “appendix,” in the very next 
chapter (xv. 16) S. Mark adds, 6 eotiv Tipeurojpiov.— The beloved Disciple having mentioned 
himself without any “appendix” in S. John xx. 7, mentions himself with a very elaborate “appendix” 


268 

Townson's Discourses, i. 172. 

269 

Ibid. 

270 

See the Vulgate transl. of S. Mark xvi. 2 and of S. John xx. 19. In the same version, S. Luke xxiv. 1 and S. John xx. 1 are 
rendered “una sabbati 

271 

Davidson's Introduction, &c. i. 169, ed. 1848: (ii. 113, ed. 1868.) 
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in ver. 20. But what of it?—The sister of the Blessed Virgin, having been designated in chap. xv. 
40, as Mapia f] Tcckg5(3ou too pixpou tcai Tatar} prjrrip; is mentioned with one half of that “appendix,” 
(Mapia r\ Tatar}) in ver. 47, and in the very next verse, with the other half (Mapia (| too TaKat(3ou.)—I 
see no reason why the Traitor, who, in S. Luke vi. 16, is called TouSaq Tavcapiatrriv, should be 
designated as TouSav rov £TUKaAoup£VOV Tavcapiuttriv in S. Luke xxii. 3. — I am not saying that 
such “appendices” are either uninteresting or unimportant. That I attend to them habitually, these 
pages will best evince. I am only insisting that to infer from such varieties of expression that a 
different author is recognisable, is abhorrent to the spirit of intelligent Criticism. 

(3.) But in the case before us, the hostile suggestion is peculiarly infelicitous. There is even 
inexpressible tenderness and beauty, the deepest Gospel significancy, in the reservation of the 
HX clause “out of whom He had cast seven devils,” for this place. The reason, I say, is even obvious 

153 | why an “appendix,” which would have been meaningless before, is introduced in connexion with 

Mary Magdalene’s august privilege of being the first of the human race to behold the risen Saviour. 
Jerome (I rejoice to find) has been beforehand with me in suggesting that it was done, in order to 
convey by an example the tacit assurance that “where Sin had abounded, there did Grace much 
more abound 272 .” Are we to be cheated of our birthright by Critics 273 who, entirely overlooking a 
solution of the difficulty (//'difficulty it be) Divine as this, can see in the circumstance grounds only 
for suspicion and cavil? ’'ATtaye. 

(III.) Take the next example.—The very form of the “appendix” which we have been considering 
(acp’ (|q £K(3e(3Ar|K£i etttoc Saipovia breeds offence. “Instead of £K(3aA.A.£iv duo,” (oracularly remarks 
Dr. Davidson,) “Mark has £K(3aA.A.£iv £K 274 .” 

Nothing of the sort, I answer. S. Mark once has £K(3aA.A.£iv £K 275 , and once £K(3aAA.£iv airo. So 
has S. Matthew, (viz. in chap. vii. 4 and 5): and so has S. Luke, (viz. in chap. vi. 42, and in Acts 
xiii. 50.)—But what of all this? Who sees not that such Criticism is simply nugatory? 

(IV.) We are next favoured with the notable piece of information that the word Tcop£U£O0ai. 
“never used by S. Mark, is three times contained in this passage;” (viz. in verses 10, 12 and 15.) 


272 

“Maria Magdalene ipsa est ‘a qua septem daemonia expulerat": ut ubi abundaverat peccatum, superabundant gratiae.” 
(Hieron. Opp. i. 327.) 

273 

So Tischendorf,—“Collatis prioribus, parum apte adduntur verba dip’ f|<; £K(3e(3A.rjK£i £. 5.” (p. 322.) I am astonished to find 
the same remark reiterated by most of the Critics: e.g. Rev. T. S. Green, p. 52. 

274 

Introduction , &c. vol. i. p.169. 

275 

viz. in chap. vii. 26. 
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(1.) Yes. The uncompounded verb, never used elsewhere by S. Mark, is found here three times. 
But what then? The compounds of TtopeueaOat are common enough in his Gospel. Thus, short as 
his Gospel is, he alone has eioiropeuoBai, SK-TTopsueaGat, cup-TiopeuecGai, rrapa-TiopsusaGat. oftener 
than all the other three Evangelists put together ,—viz. twenty-four times against their nineteen: 
while the compound TipoqTiopsuEaGai is peculiar to his Gospel. —I am therefore inclined to suggest 
~that the presence of the verb TiopeusoGai in these Twelve suspected Verses, instead of being an 
154 | additional element of suspicion, is rather a circumstance slightly corroborative of their genuineness. 

(2.) But suppose that the facts had been different. The phenomenon appealed to is of even 
perpetual recurrence, and may on no account be represented as suspicious. Thus, Tiapoucha, a word 
used only by S. Matthew among the Evangelists, is by him used four times; yet are all those four 
instances found in one and the same chapter. S. Luke alone has xotpi^eaGat, and he has it three 
times: but all three cases are met with in one and the same chapter. S. John alone has Xxmr\, and 
he has it four times: but all the four instances occur in one and the same chapter. 

(3.) Such instances might be multiplied to almost any extent. Out of the fifteen occasions when 
S. Matthew uses the word rdAavrov, no less than fourteen occur in one chapter. The nine occasions 
when S. Luke uses the word pva all occur in one chapter. S. John uses the verb aviatdvai transitively 
only four times: but all four instances of it are found in one chapter.—Now, these three words (be 
it observed) are peculiar to the Gospels in which they severally occur. 

(4.) I shall of course be reminded that rdAavrov and pva are unusual words,—admitting of no 
substitute in the places where they respectively occur. But I reply,—Unless the Critics are able to 
show me which of the ordinary compounds of TiopsuopatS. Mark could possibly have employed 
for the uncompounded verb, in the three places which have suggested the present inquiry, viz.:— 


ver. 10:—svcdvri rrapeuGeTca dnf|YY £b>V£V toTq V ex ’ autou ysvopd/oiq. 

ver. 12:—5uc\v kt, auroov ... iropeuopevoiq dq aypov. 

ver. 13:—TiopsuGevreq dq rov vcoapov anavxa, Kqpu^are ro evayyeXxov, — 

their objection is simply frivolous, and the proposed adverse reasoning, worthless. Such, in fact, it 
most certainly is; for it will be found that TxopsuGdaa in ver. 10,— Tiopsuopevoiq in ver. 
— 1\ 12,—irapeuGevceq in ver. 15,— also “admit of no substitute in the places where they severally 

155 I occur;” and therefore, since the verb itself is one of S. Mark’s favourite verbs, not only are these 

three places above suspicion, but they may be fairly adduced as indications that the same hand was 
at work here which wrote all the rest of his Gospel 276 . 


276 

Professor Broadus has some very good remarks on this subject. 
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(V.) Then further,—the phrase roiq per aurou ysvopsvoiq (in ver. 10) is noted as suspicious. 
“Though found in the Acts (xx. 18) it never occurs in the Gospels: nor does the word paGprai in 
this passage.” 

(1.) The phrase per aurou ysvopsvoi occurs nowhere in the Acts or in the Gospels, except here. 
But,—Why should it appear elsewhere? or rather,—How could it? Now, if the expression be (as 
it is) an ordinary, easy, and obvious one,— wanted in this place, where it is met with; but not met 
with elsewhere, simply because elsewhere it is not wanted;—surely it is unworthy of any one calling 
himself a Critic to pretend that there attaches to it the faintest shadow of suspicion! 

(2.) The essence of the phrase is clearly the expression oi per aurou. (The aorist participle of 
yivopai is added of necessity to mark the persons spoken of. In no other, (certainly in no simpler, 
more obvious, or more precise) way could the followers of the risen Saviour have been designated 
at such a time. For had He not just now “overcome the sharpness of Death”?) But this expression, 
which occurs four times in S. Matthew and four times in S. Luke, occurs also four times in S. Mark: 
viz. in chap. i. 36; 25; v. 40, and here. This, therefore, is a slightly corroborative circumstance,—not 
at all a ground of suspicion. 

(3.) But it seems to be implied that S. Mark, because he mentions rouq paGpraq often elsewhere 
in his Gospel, ought to have mentioned them here. 

(a) I answer:—He does not mention rouq paGpraq nearly so often as S. Matthew; while S. John 
notices them twice as often as he does. 



(ih ) Suppose, however, that he elsewhere mentioned them five hundred times, because he had 
occasion five hundred times to speak of them;—what reason would that be for his mentioning them 
here, where he is not speaking of them? 

(c) It must be evident to any one reading the Gospel with attention that besides oi paGprai,—(by 
which expression S. Mark always designates the Twelve Apostles,) —there was a considerable 
company of believers assembled together throughout the first Easter Day 277 . S. Luke notices this 
circumstance when he relates how the Women, on their return from the Sepulchre, “told all these 
things unto the Eleven, and to all the rest” (xxiv. 9): and again when he describes how Cleopas 
and his companion (5uo auroov as S. Luke and S. Mark call them) on their return to Jerusalem, 
“found the Eleven gathered together, and then that were with them.” (xxiv. 33.) But this was at 
least as well known to S. Mark as it was to S. Luke. Instead, therefore, of regarding the designation 
“them that had been with Him” with suspicion,—are we not rather to recognise in it one token more 


277 

Consider the little society which was assembled on the occasion alluded to, in Acts i. 13, 14. Note also what is clearly 
implied by ver. 21-6, as to the persons who were habitually present at such gatherings. 
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that the narrative in which it occurs is unmistakably genuine? What else is this but one of those 
delicate discriminating touches which indicate the hand of a great Master; one of those evidences 
of minute accuracy which stamp on a narrative the impress of unquestionable Truth? 

(VI.) We are next assured by our Critic that BeaoBat “is unknown to Mark;” but it occurs twice 
in this section, (viz. in ver. 11 and ver. 14.) Another suspicious circumstance! 

(1.) A strange way (as before) of stating an ordinary fact, certainly! What else is it but to assume 
the thing which has to be proved? If the learned writer had said instead, that the verb BeaoBat, here 
twice employed by S. Mark, occurs nowhere else in his Gospel,—he would have acted more loyally, 
not to say more fairly by the record: but then he would have been stating a strictly ordinary 
phenomenon,—of no significancy, or relevancy to the matter in hand. He is probably aware that 
TTCtpa(3cdv£iv in like manner is to be found in two consecutive verses of S. Matthew’s Gospel; 
TTCtpctKOuav, twice in the course of one verse: neither word being used on any other occasion either 
by S. Matthew, or by any other Evangelist. The same thing precisely is to be said of ava^qtetv and 
157 | avTocTToSiSovca, of dvTurapepxecBca and SicrriBecBca, in S. Luke: of dvicrcavai and tjoovvuvai in 
S. John. But who ever dreamed of insinuating that the circumstance is suspicious? 

(2.) As for BeaoBat, we should have reminded our Critic that this verb, which is used seven 
times by S. John, and four times by S. Matthew, is used only three times by S. Luke, and only twice 
by S. Mark. And we should have respectfully inquired,—What possible suspicion does BedoBai 
throw upon the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel? 

(3.) None whatever, would have been the reply. But in the meantime Dr. Davidson hints that 
the verb ought to have been employed by S. Mark in chap. ii. 14 278 .—It is, I presume, sufficient to 
point out that S. Matthew, at all events, was not of Dr. Davidson’s opinion 279 : and I respectfully 
submit that the Evangelist, inasmuch as he happens to be here writing about himself, must be 
allowed, just for once, to be the better judge. 

(4.) In the meantime,—Is it not perceived that BeaoBat is the very word specially required in 
these two places,—though nowhere else in S. Mark’s Gospel 28 °? The occasion is one,—viz. the 
‘beholding’ of the person of the risen Saviour. Does not even natural piety suggest that the 


278 

S. Luke (v. 27) eSeaaorro reAwvriv. S. Matthew (ix. 9) and S. Mark (ii. 14) have preferred etSev avSpumov (Aeut'v rov rou 
’AAcpatou) Ka0f|pevov 'em to reAwvtov. 

279 

See S. Matth. ix. 9. 

280 

One is reminded that S. Matthew, in like manner, carefully resen<es the verb 0ewpeTv (xxvii. 55: xxviii. 1) for the 
contemplation of the— Saviour&#8217;s Cross and of the Saviour&#8217;s Sepulchre. 
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uniqueness of such a ‘spectacle’ as that might well set an Evangelist on casting about for a word 
of somewhat less ordinary occurrence? The occasion cries aloud for this very verb GeaaBat; and I 
can hardly conceive a more apt illustration of a darkened eye,—a spiritual faculty perverted from 
its lawful purpose,—than that which only discovers “a stumbling-block and occasion of falling” 
in expressions like the present which “should have been only for their wealth,” being so manifestly 
designed for their edification. 

(VII.) But,—(it is urged by a Critic of a very different stamp,)—£0£d0q uti’ aurrjc; (ver. 11) “is 
a construction only found here in the New Testament.” 


(1.) Very likely; but what then? The learned writer has evidently overlooked the fact that the 
passive 0£aa0ai occurs but three times in the New Testament in all ,281 . S. Matthew, on the two 
occasions when he employs the word, connects it with a dative 282 . What is there suspicious in the 
circumstance that 0£ac0ca Otto should be the construction preferred by S. Mark? The phenomenon 
is not nearly so remarkable as that S. Luke, on one solitary occasion, exhibits the phrase pq cpo(3£tG0£ 
ano 283 ,—instead of making the verb govern the accusative, as he does three times in the very next 
verse; and, indeed, eleven times in the course of his Gospel. To be sure, S. Luke in this instance is 
but copying S. Matthew, who also has pq cpo(3£tG0£ onto once 2M ; and seven times makes the verb 
govern an accusative. This, nevertheless, constitutes no reason whatever for suspecting the 
genuineness either of S. Matth. x. 28 or of S. Luke xii. 4. 

(2.) In like manner, the phrase £cpo(3q0qoav cpo($ov psyav will be found to occur once, and once 
only, in S. Mark,—once, and once only, in S. Luke 285 ; although S. Mark and S. Luke use the verb 
cpo(3£to0at upwards of forty times. Such facts are interesting. They may prove important. But no 
one who is ever so little conversant with such inquiries will pretend that they are in the least degree 
suspicious.—I pass on. 


(VIII.) It is next noted as a suspicious circumstance that dniGTEiv occurs in ver. 11 and in ver. 
16; but nowhere else in the Gospels,—except in S. Luke xxiv. 11, 14. 


281 

S. Matth. vi. 1: xxiii. 5. S. Mark xvi. 11. 

282 

npo<; to 0ea0fjvai aurou;, (vi. 1); and tow; dv0pWTtota, xxiii. 5). 

283 

S. Luke xii. 4. 

284 

S. Matth. x. 28. 

285 

S. Mark iv. 41. 8. Luke ii. 9. 
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But really, such a remark is wholly without force, as an argument against the genuineness of 
the passage in which the word is found: for, 

(1.) Where else in the course of this Gospel could dniareiv have occurred? Now, unless some 
reason can be shewn why the word should , or at least might have been employed elsewhere, to 
remark upon its introduction in this place, where it could scarcely be dispensed with, as a ground 
“IX of suspicion, is simply irrational. It might just as well be hold to be a suspicious circumstance, in 
159 I respect of verses 3 and 4, that the verb coioKuAiijav occurs there, and there only, in this Gospel. 
Nothing whatever follows from the circumstance. It is, in fact, a point scarcely deserving of attention. 

(2.) To be sure, if the case of a verb exclusively used by the two Evangelists, S. Mark and S. 
Luke, were an unique, or even an exceedingly rare phenomenon, it might have been held to be a 
somewhat suspicious circumstance that the phenomenon presented itself in the present section. But 
nothing of the sort is the fact. There are no fewer than forty-five verbs exclusively used by S. Mark 
and S. Luke. And why should not dmarsTv be, (as it is,) one of them? 

(3.) Note, next, that this word is used twice, and in the course of his last chapter too, also by 
S. Luke. Nowhere else does it occur in the Gospels. It is at least as strange that the word dirioreiv 
should be found twice in the last chapter of the Gospel according to S. Luke, as in the last chapter 
of the Gospel according to S. Mark. And if no shadow of suspicion is supposed to result from this 
circumstance in the case of the third Evangelist, why should it in the case of the second? 

(4.) But, lastly, the noun amoxia (which occurs in S. Mark xvi. 14) occurs in two other places 
of the same Gospel. And this word (which S. Matthew uses twice,) is employed by none of the 
other Evangelists.—What need to add another word? Do not many of these supposed suspicious 
circumstances,—this one for example,—prove rather, on closer inspection, to be confirmatory 
facts? 

(IX.) We are next assured that pera raura (ver. 12) “is not found in Mark, though many 
opportunities occurred for using it.” 

(1.) I suppose that what this learned writer means, is this; that if S. Mark had coveted an 
opportunity for introducing the phrase pera raura earlier in his Gospel, he might have found one. 
(More than this cannot be meant: for nowhere before does S. Mark employ any other phrase to 
express “after these things,” or “after this,” or “afterwards.”) 

But what is the obvious inference from the facts of the case, as stated by the learned Critic, 
except that the blessed Evangelist must be presumed to have been unconscious of any desire to 
introduce the expression under consideration on any other occasion except the present? 

(2.) Then, further, it is worth observing that while the phrase pera raura occurs five times in 
S. Luke’s Gospel, it is found only twice in the Acts; while S. Matthew never employs it at all. Why, 
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then,—I would respectfully inquire —why need S. Mark introduce the phrase more than once? 
Why, especially, is his solitary use of the expression to be represented as a suspicious circumstance; 
and even perverted into an article of indictment against the genuineness of the last twelve verses 
of his Gospel? “Would any one argue that S. Luke was not the author of the Acts, because the 
author of the Acts has employed this phrase only twice,—‘often as he could have used it?’ (Meyer’s 
phrase here 286 .)” 


(X.) Another objection awaits us-'T-cepoq also “is unknown to Mark,” says Dr. 
Davidson;—which only means that the word occurs in chap. xvi. 12, but not elsewhere in his 
Gospel. 

It so happens, however, that erepoq also occurs once only in the Gospel of S. John. Does it 
therefore throw suspicion on S. John xix. 37? 

(XI.) The same thing is said of uarepov (in ver. 14) viz. that it “occurs nowhere” in the second 
Gospel. 


But why not state the case thus?—"Yotepov, a word which is twice employed by S. Luke, occurs 
only once in S. Mark and once in S. John. —That would be the true way of stating the facts of the 
case. But it would be attended with this inconvenient result,—that it would make it plain that the 
word in question has no kind of bearing on the matter in hand. 

(XII.) The same thing he says of (3Acaimv (in ver. 18). 



But what is the fact? The word occurs only twice in the Gospels ,—viz. in S. Mark xvi. 18 and 
S. Luke iv. 35. It is one of the eighty-four words which are peculiar to S. Mark and S. Luke. What 
possible significancy would Dr. Davidson attach to the circumstance? 

(XIII.) Once more.—“Ttavraxou” (proceeds Dr. Davidson) “is unknown to Mark;” which (as 
we begin to be aware) is the learned gentleman’s way of stating that it is only found in chap. xvi. 
20 . 


Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Alford insist that it also occurs in S. Mark i. 28. I respectfully 
differ from them in opinion: but when it has been pointed out that the word is only used besides in 
S. Luke ix. 6, what can be said of such Criticism but that it is simply frivolous? 

(XIV. and XV.) Yet again:—auvspyetv and (3e(3atouv are also said by the same learned Critic 
to be “unknown to Mark.” 


286 

Professor Broadus, ubi supra. 
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S. Mark certainly uses these two words only once,—viz. in the last verse of the present Chapter: 
but what there is suspicious in this circumstance, I am at a loss even to divine. He could not have 
used them oftener; and since one hundred and fifty-six words are peculiar to his Gospel, why should 
not cuvepyeiv and (3e(3aiouv be two of them? 

(XVI.) “Ilaaa KTiaiq is Pauline,” proceeds Dr. Davidson, (referring to a famous expression 
which is found in ver. 15.) 

(1.) All very oracular,—to be sure: but why iraaa Ktioiq should be thought “Pauline” rather 
than “Petrine,” I really, once more, cannot discover; seeing that S. Peter has the expression as well 
as S. Paul 287 . 

(2.) In this place, however, the phrase is naoa f| Kxioiq. But even this expression is no more to 
be called “Pauline” than “Marcine;” seeing that as S. Mark uses it once and once only, so does S. 
Paul use it once and once only, viz. in Rom. viii. 22. 

(3.) In the meantime, how does it come to pass that the learned Critic has overlooked the 
significant fact that the word Kriaiq occurs besides in S. Mark x. 6 and xiii. 19; and that it is a word 
which S. Mark cdone of the Evangelists uses? Its occurrence, therefore, in this place is a circumstance 
the very reverse of suspicious. 

(4.) But lastly, inasmuch as the opening words of our Lord&#8217;s Ministerial Commission 
— £4 to the Apostles are these,—Kripu^ocre to evayysXxov naor\ rfj Ktiaei (ver. 15): inasmuch, too, as S. 

162 I Paul in his Epistle to the Colossians (i. 23) almost reproduces those very words; speaking of the 
Hope too euayyeAiou ... too Kripuxdevtoc; tv naor\ Ktiaei rfj utto tov oupavov:” — Is it not an 
allowable conjecture that a direct reference to that place in S. Mark’s Gospel is contained in this 
place of S. Paul’s Epistle? that the inspired Apostle “beholding the universal tendency of Christianity 
already realized,” announces (and from imperial Rome!) the fulfilment of his Lord&#8217;s 
commands in his Lord&#8217;s own words as recorded by the Evangelist S. Mark? 

I desire to be understood to deliver this only as a conjecture. But seeing that S. Mark’s Gospel 
is commonly thought to have been written at Rome, and under the eye of S. Peter; and that S. Peter 
(and therefore S. Mark) must have been at Rome before S. Paul visited that city in A.D. 61;—seeing, 
too, that it was in A.D. 61-2 (as Wordsworth and Alford are agreed) that S. Paul wrote his Epistle 
to the Colossians, and wrote it from Rome\ —I really can discover nothing unreasonable in the 
speculation. If, however, it be well founded,—(and it is impossible to deny that the coincidence of 
expression may be such as I have suggested,)—then, what an august corroboration would this be 
of “the last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark!” ... If, indeed, the great Apostle 


287 

Col. i. 15, 23. 1 S. Pet. ii. 13. 
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on reaching Rome inspected S. Mark’s Gospel for the first time, with what awe will he have 
recognised in his own recent experience the fulfilment of his Saviour&# 82 17;s great announcement 
concerning the “signs which should follow them that believe!” Had he not himself “cast out 
devils?”—“spoken with tongues more than they all?”—and at Melita, not only “shaken off the 
serpent into the fire and felt no harm,” but also “laid hands on the sick” father of Publius, “and he 
had recovered?” ... To return, however, to matters of fact; with an apology (if it be thought 
necessary) for what immediately goes before. 



(XVII.) Next ,—ev Tto ovopari pou (ver. 17) is noticed as another suspicious peculiarity. The 
phrase is supposed to occur only in this place of S. Mark’s Gospel; the Evangelist elsewhere 
employing the preposition era:—(viz. in ix. 37: ix. 39: xiii. 6.) 

(1.) Now really, if it were so, the reasoning would be nugatory. S. Luke also once, and once 
only, has ev rco ovopari pou: his usage elsewhere being, (like S. Mark’s) to use enx. Nay, in two 
consecutive verses of eh. ix, ev rco ovopati pou—aou is read: and yet, in the very next chapter, his 
Gospel exhibits an unique instance of the usage of ev. Was it ever thought that suspicion is thereby 
cast on S. Luke x. 17? 


(2.) But, in fact, the objection is an oversight of the learned (and generally accurate) objector. 
The phrase recurs in S. Mark ix. 33,—as the text of that place has been revised by Tischendorf, by 
Tregelles and by himself. This is therefore a slightly corroborative, not a suspicious circumstance. 

(XVIII. and XIX.) We are further assured that TiapaKoAouGdv (in ver. 17) and snaKoAouGdv 
(in ver. 20) “ are both foreign to the diction of Mark.” 

(1.) But what can the learned author of this statement possibly mean? He is not speaking of the 
uncompounded verb (XKoAouGdv, of course; for S. Mark employs it. at least twenty times. He cannot 
be speaking of the compounded verb; for ouvavcoAouGav occurs in S. Mark v. 37. He cannot mean 
that TiapaKoAouGdv, because the Evangelist uses it only once, is suspicious; for that would be to 
cast a slur on S. Luke i. 3. He cannot mean generally that verbs compounded with prepositions are 
“foreign to the diction of Mark;” for there are no less than forty-two such verbs which are even 
peculiar to S. Mark’s short Gospel, —against thirty which are peculiar to S. Matthew, and seventeen 
which are peculiar to S. John. He cannot mean that verbs compounded with napd and enx have a 
suspicious look; for at least thirty-three such compounds, (besides the two before us,) occur in his 
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sixteen chapters 288 . What, then, I must really ask, can the learned Critic possibly mean?—I 
respectfully pause for an answer. 

(2.) In the meantime, I claim that as far as such evidence goes,—(and it certainly goes a very 
little way, yet, as far as it goes ,)—it is a note of S. Mark’s authorship, that within the compass of 
the last twelve verses of his Gospel these two compounded verbs should be met with. 


(XX.) Dr. Davidson points out, as another suspicious circumstance, that (in ver. 18) the phrase 
Xsipaq sumGsvai eni tiva occurs; “instead of xsTpac; STirnGevai riva.” 

(1.) But on the contrary, the phrase “is in Mark’s manner ,” says Dean Alford: the plain fact 
being that it occurs no less than three times in his Gospel,—viz. in chap. viii. 25: x. 16: xvi. 18. 
(The other idiom, he has four times 289 .) Behold, then, one and the same phrase is appealed to as a 
note of genuineness and as an indication of spurious origin. What can be the value of such Criticism 
as this? 


(2.) Indeed, the phrase before us supplies no unapt illustration of the precariousness of the style 
of remark which is just now engaging our attention. Within the space of three verses, S. Mark has 
both expressions,—viz. emGe'u; tap xkipac; aurco (viii. 23) and also £H£Gr|K£ rocq xkfpap etti (ver. 
25.) S. Matthew has the latter phrase once; the former, twice 290 . Who will not admit that all this 
(so-called) Criticism is the veriest trifling; and that to pretend to argue about the genuineness of a 
passage of Scripture from such evidence as the present is an act of rashness bordering on folly? . . . 
The reader is referred to what was offered above on Art. VII. 

(XXI. and XXII.) Again: the words psv ouv—6 Kupioq (ver. 19 and ver. 20) are also declared 
to be “foreign to the diction of Mark.” I ask leave to examine these two charges separately. 


288 

raxpa(3dAA£tv [I quote from the Textus Receptus of S. Mark iv. 30,—confirmed as it is by the Peshito and the Philoxenian, 
the Vetus and the Vulgate, the Gothic and the Armenian versions,—besides Codd. A and D, and all the other uncials (except B, 

L, A, X) and almost every cursive Codex. The evidence of Cod. C and of Origen is doubtful. Who would subscribe to the different 
reading adopted on countless similar occasions by the most recent Editors of the N.T.?]: ttapaYYsVetv: TtapaYetv: TtapaYtveaBat: 
ttapaStSovat: TtapaAap(3dvetv: Ttaparqpelv: ttapartSevat: ttapatpepetv: TtapepxeoSat: raxpexetv: ttaptaravat.— ETiayyeXkeaQai: 
£ttataxuv£a0at: £Ttavtaraa0at: ETtEpcotav: £Ttt(3aAA£tv: ETUYivtoaKEw: ETUYpdtpav: emfy\X£Xv: £TttAap(3av£a0at: £TuAav0av£a0at: 
etuAuew: £TtuttTTT£tv: £TttppaTtr£tv: £TuaKux(£tv: £juatpd<p£tv: £TttauvaY£tv: £jttauvrp£X£tv: £Turaaa£tv: £Ttm0£vat: EJttnpdv: 
£Jttrp£Tt£tV. 

289 

S. Mark v. 23: vi. 5: vii. 32: viii. 23. 

290 

Matth. ix. 18:—xix. 13. 15. 
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(1.) psv ouv occurs only once in S. Murk’s Gospel, truly: but then it occurs only once in S. 
Luke (iii. 18);—only twice in S. John (xix. 24: xx. 30):—in S. Matthew, never at all. What imaginable 
plea can be made out of such evidence as this, for or against the genuineness of the last Twelve 
Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel?—Once more, I pause for an answer. 


(2.) As for 6 Kupioq being ‘ foreign to the diction of Mark in speaking of the Lord,” — I really 
do not know what the learned Critic can possibly mean; except that he finds our Lord nowhere 
ccdled 6 Kupioq by S. Mark, except in this place. 


But then, he is respectfully reminded that neither does he find our Lord anywhere called by S. 
Mark “JesusChrist,” except in chap. i. 1. Are we, therefore, to suspect the beginning of S. Mark’s 
Gospel as well as the end of it? By no means, (I shall perhaps be told:) a reason is assignable for 
the use of that expression in chap. i. 1. And so, I venture to reply, there is a fully sufficient reason 
assignable for the use of this expression in chap. xvi. 19 291 . 


(3.) By S. Matthew, by S. Mark, by S. John, our Lord is called ’Ipaouq Xpiatoq,—but only in 
the first Chapter of their respective Gospels. By S. Luke nowhere. The appellation may,—or may 
not,—be thought “foreign to the diction” of those Evangelists. But surely it constitutes no reason 
whatever why we should suspect the genuineness of the beginning of the first, or the second, or 
the fourth Gospel. 



(4.) S. John three times in the first verse of his first Chapter designates the Eternal Son by the 
extraordinary title 6 Aoyoq; but nowhere else in his Gospel, (except once in ver. 14,) does that Name 
recur. Would it be reasonable to represent this as a suspicious circumstance? Is not the Divine 
fitness of that sublime appellation generally recognised and admitted 292 ?—Surely, we come to 
Scripture to be learners only: not to teach the blessed Writers how they ought to have spoken about 
God! When will men learn that “the Scripture-phrase, or language of the Holy Ghost 293 ” is as much 
above them as Heaven is above Earth? 

(XXIII.) Another complaint:—ccvaAr|cp0fjvai, which is found in ver. 19, occurs nowhere else 
in the Gospels. 


291 

See below, pp. 184-6. 

292 

See Pearson on the Creed , (ed. Burton), vol. i. p. 151. 

293 

Ibid. p. 183,—at the beginning of the exposition of “Our Lord." 
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(1.) True. S. Mark has no fewer than seventy-four verbs which “occur nowhere else in the 
Gospels:” and this happens to be one of them? What possible inconvenience can be supposed to 
follow from that circumstance? 

(2.) But the remark is unreasonable. ’AvaAr|(p0fjvat and dvdArpjjic; are words proper to the 
Ascension of our Lord into Heaven. The two Evangelists who do not describe that event, are without 
these words: the two Evangelists who do describe it, have them 294 . Surely, these are marks of 
genuineness, not grounds for suspicion! 

It is high time to conclude this discussion.—Much has been said about two other minute points:— 

(XXIV.) It is declared that ekeivoc; “is nowhere found absolutely used by S. Mark:” (the same 
thing may be said of S. Matthew and of S. Luke also:) “but always emphatically: whereas in verses 
10 and 11, it is absolutely used 295 .” Another writer says,—“The use of ekeivoc; in verses 10, 11, and 
13 (twice) in a manner synonymous with 6 be, is peculiar 296 .” 

(1.) Slightly peculiar it is, no doubt, but not very, that an Evangelist who employs an ordinary 
word in the ordinary way about thirty times in all, should use it “absolutely” in two consecutive 
verses. 


(2.) But really, until the Critics can agree among themselves as to which are precisely the 
offending instances,—(for it is evidently a moot point whether ekeivoc; be emphatic in ver. 13, or 
not,)—we may be excused from a prolonged discussion of such a question. I shall recur to the 
subject in the consideration of the next Article (XXV.) 



(XXV.) So again, it may be freely admitted that “in the 10th and 14th verses there are sentences 
without a copulative: whereas Mark always has the copulative in such cases, particularly Kcd.” But 
then,— 


(1.) Unless we can be shewn at least two or three other sections of S. Mark’s Gospel resembling 
the present ,— (I mean, passages in which S. Mark summarizes many disconnected incidents, as he 
does here,)—is it not plain that such an objection is wholly without point? 


(2.) Two instances are cited. In the latter, (ver. 14), Lachmann and Tregelles read uorepov be 
and the reading is not impossible. So that the complaint is really reduced to this,—That in ver. 10 


294 

S. Mark xvi. 19. S. Luke ix. 51. Acts i. 2. 

295 

Alford 

296 

Davidson 
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the Evangelist begins ’Evcdvri nopsuGsTaa. instead of saying rccd £K£tvr| TtopeuGetaa. And (it is 
implied) there is something so abhorrent to probability in this, as slightly to strengthen the suspicion 
that the entire context is not the work of the Evangelist. 

(3.) Now, suppose we had S. Mark back among us: and suppose that he, on being shewn this 
objection, were to be heard delivering himself somewhat to the following effect:—“Aye. But men 
may not find fault with that turn of phrase. I derived it from Simon Peter’s lips. I have always 
suspected that it was a kind of echo, so to say, of what he and ‘the other Disciple’ had many a time 
rehearsed in the hearing of the wondering Church concerning the Magdalene on the morning of 
the Resurrection.” And then we should have remembered the familiar place in the fourth Gospel:— 

yuvca xx KAafetc;; rtva (jycEu;; ’EKE'INH SoKouaa k.t.A. X. 

After which, the sentence would not have seemed at all strange, even though it be “without a 
copulative:”— 

dcp’ f|q £k|3£(3A(|K£i drta Satpovia. ’EKE'INH Trop£uGdaa k.t.A. 

(4.) For after all, the only question to be asked is,—Will any one pretend that such a circumstance 
as this is suspicious ? Unless that be asserted, I see not what is gained by raking together, —(as one 
easily might do in any section of any of the Gospels ,)—every minute peculiarity of form or expression 
which can possibly be found within the space of these twelve verses. It is an evidence of nothing 
so much as an incorrigible coarseness of critical fibre, that every slight variety of manner or language 
should be thus pounced, upon and represented as a note of spuriousness,—in the face of (a) the 
— IX unfaltering tradition of the Church universal that the document has never been hitherto suspected: 

i68 I and ( b ) the known proclivity of all writers, as free moral and intellectual agents, sometimes to 

deviate from their else invariable practice.—May I not here close the discussion? 

There will perhaps be some to remark, that however successfully the foregoing objections may 
seem to have been severally disposed of, yet that the combined force of such a multitude of slightly 
suspicious circumstances must be not only appreciable, but even remain an inconvenient, not to 
say a formidable fact. Let me point out that the supposed remark is nothing else but a fallacy; which 
is detected the instant it is steadily looked at. 

For if there really had remained after the discussion of each of the foregoing XXV Articles, a 
slight residuum of suspiciousness, then of course the aggregate of so many fractions would have 
amounted to something in the end. 

But since it has been proved that there is absolutely nothing at all suspicious in any of the 
alleged circumstances which have been hitherto examined, the case becomes altogether different. 
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The sum of ten thousand nothings is still nothing 297 . This may be conveniently illustrated by an 
appeal to the only charge which remains to be examined. 

(XXVI. and XXVII.) The absence from these twelve verses of the adverbs euBeooq and 
TiaAiv.—(both of them favourite words with the second Evangelist,)—has been pointed out as one 
more suspicious circumstance. Let us take the words singly:— 



(a) The adverb euBeooq (or suBuq) is indeed of very frequent occurrence in S. Mark’s Gospel. 
And yet its absence from chap, xvi is proved to be in no degree a suspicious circumstance, from 
the discovery that though it occurs as many as 

12 times in chap, i; 

and 6 ” chap, v; 

and 5 ” chap, iv, vi; 

and 3 ” chap, ii, ix, xiv; 

and 2 ” chap, xi; 

it yet occurs only 1 ” chap, iii, viii, x, xv; 

while it occurs ” chap, xii, xiii, xvi. 


( b ) In like manner, 7rdA.iv, which occurs as often as 
6 times in 

and 5 
and 3 
and 2 
and 1 
occurs 


chap, xiv; 
chap, x; 
chap, viii, xv; 
chap, ii, vii, xi, xii; 
chap, iv, v; 

chap, i, vi, ix, xiii. xvi. 298 


(1.) Now,—How can it possibly be more suspicious that rraAiv should be absent from the last 
twelve verses of S. Mark, than that it should be away from the first forty-five? 


297 

Exactly so Professor Broadus:—“Now it will not do to say that while no one of these peculiarities would itself prove the 
style to be foreign to Mark, the whole of them combined will do so. It is very true that the multiplication of tittles may amount 
to much; but not so the multiplication of nothings. And how many of the expressions which are cited, appear, in the light of our 
examination, to retain the slightest real force as proving difference of authorship? Is it not true that most of them, and those the 
most important, are reduced to absolutely nothing, while the remainder possess scarcely any appreciable significance?”—p. 360, 
(see above, p. 139, note g.) 

298 

S. John has TtaAtv (47 times) much oftener than S. Mark (29 times). And yet, TtaAtv is not met with in the ii nd , or the iii rd , 
or the v th , or the vii th , or the xv th , or the xvii th chapter of S. John's Gospel. 
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(2.) Again. Since euGsojc; is not found in the xii th or the xiii th chapters of this same Gospel,—nor 
TidAiv in the i st , vi th , ix th , or xiii th chapter,—(for the sufficient reason that neither word is wanted 
in any of those places ,)—what possible “suspiciousness” can be supposed to result from the absence 
of both words from the xvi th chapter also, where also neither of them is wanted? Why is the xvi th 
chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel,—or rather, why are “the last twelve verses” of it,—to labour under 
such special disfavor and discredit? 

(3.) Dr. Tregelles makes answer,—“I am well aware that arguments on style are often very 
fallacious, and that by themselves they prove very little: but when there does exist external evidence, 
and when internal proofs as to style, manner, verbal expression, and connection, are in accordance 
with such independent grounds of forming a judgment; then these internal considerations possess 
very great weight 299 .”—For all rejoinder, the respected writer is asked,— (a) But when there does 
—IX not exist any such external evidence: what then? Next, he is reminded (b) That whether there does, 

i 7 o I or does not, it is at least certain that not one of those “proofs as to style,” &c., of which he speaks, 

has been able to stand the test of strict examination. Not only is the precariousness of all such 
Criticism as has been brought to bear against the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20 excessive, but 
the supposed facts adduced in evidence have been found out to be every one of them 
mistakes; —being either, (1) demonstrably without argumentative cogency of any kind;—or else, 
(2) distinctly corroborative and confirmatory circumstances: indications that this part of the Gospel 
is indeed by S. Mark,— not that it is probably the work of another hand. 

And thus the formidable enumeration of twenty-seven grounds of suspicion vanishes out of 
sight: fourteen of them proving to be frivolous and nugatory; and thirteen , more of less clearly 
witnessing in favour of the section 300 . 

III. Of these thirteen expressions, some are even eloquent in their witness. I am saying that it 
is impossible not to be exceedingly struck by the discovery that this portion of the Gospel contains 
(as I have explained already) so many indications of S. Mark’s undoubted manner. Such is the 
reference to (|ktuhc; (in ver. 15):—the mention of dmoria (in ver. 14):—the occurrence of the verb 
TiopsusoGai (in ver. 10 and 12),—of the phrase £V rto ovopari poo (in ver. 17),—and of the phrase 
Xevpaq emxtOevat ini uva (in ver. 18):—of the Evangelical term for our Lord&#8217;s Ascension, 
viz. dveApcpOq (in ver. 19):—and lastly, of the compounds TiapaKoAouOsTv and eucxkoAouOsTv (in 
verses 17 and 20.) 


299 

Printed Text , p. 256. 

300 

It will be found that of the former class (1) are the following:—Article iii: vii: ix: x: xi: xii: xiii: xiv: xv: xxi: xxiv: xxv: 
xxvi: xxvii. Of the latter (2):—Art. i: ii: iv: v: vi: viii: xvi: xvii: xviii: xix: xx: xxii: xxiii. 


149 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


To these Thirteen, will have to be added all those other notes of identity of authorship,—such 
as they are,—which result from recurring identity of phrase, and of which the assailants of this 
portion of the Gospel have prudently said nothing. Such are the following:— 

(xiv.) ’Aviotavat, for rising from the dead ; which is one of S. Mark’s words. Taking into account 
— IX the shortness of his Gospel, he has it thrice as often as S. Luke; twelve times as often as S. Matthew 
171 | or S. John. 

(xv.) The idiomatic expression Tropsuopsvotq eu; aypov, of which S. Matthew does not present 
a single specimen; but which occurs three times in the short Gospel of S. Mark 301 ,—of which ver. 
12 is one. 

(xvi.) The expression upon (in ver. 9,)—of which S. Mark avails himself six times: i.e. (if the 
length of the present Gospel be taken into account) almost five times as often as either S. Matthew 
or S. John,—S. Luke never using the word at all. In his first chapter (ver. 35), and here in his last 
(ver. 2), S. Mark uses Aiav in connexion with upon. 

(xvii.) The phrase KppuooEiv to suayysAiov (in ver. 15) is another of S. Mark’s phrases. Like 
S. Matthew, he employs it four times (i. 14: xiii. 10: xiv. 9: xvi. 15): but it occurs neither in S. 
Luke’s nor in S. John’s Gospel. 

(xviii.) The same words singly are characteristic of his Gospel. Taking the length of their several 
narratives into account, S. Mark has the word Kripuoosiv more than twice as often as S. Matthew: 
three times as often as S. Luke. 

(xix.) suayyeAtov,—a word which occurs only in the first two Gospels,—is found twice as 
often in S. Mark’s as in S. Matthew’s Gospel: and if the respective length of their Gospels be 
considered, the proportion will be as three to one. It occurs, as above stated, in ver. 15. 

(xx.) If such Critics as Dr. Davidson had been concerned to vindicate the genuineness of this 
section of the Gospel, we should have been assured that cpavspouaBat is another of S. Mark’s 
words: by which they would have meant no more than this,—that though employed neither by S. 
Matthew nor by S. Luke it is used thrice by S. Mark,—being found twice in this section (verses 
12, 14), as well as in ch. iv. 22. 

(xxi.) They would have also pointed out that ovcAripoKapSia is another of S. Mark’s words: 
being employed neither by S. Luke nor by S. John,—by S. Matthew only once,—but by S. Mark 
on two occasions; of which ch. xvi. 14 is one. 


301 


Ch. xiii. 16,—6 e\<; rov dypov uv: and ch. xv. 21,—epxopevov dm’ diypou,—an expression which S. Luke religiously 


reproduces in the corresponding place of his Gospel, viz. in ch. xxiii. 26. 
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(xxii.) In the same spirit, they would have bade us observe that Tiavraxou (ver. 20)—unknown 
to S. Matthew and S. John, and employed only once by S. Luke,—is twice used by S. Mark; one 
instance occurring in the present section. 


Nor would it have been altogether unfair if they had added that the precisely similar word 
TravraxoOev (or ttccvtoOev) is only found in this same Gospel,—viz. in ch. i. 45. 


(xxiii.) They would further have insisted (and this time with a greater show of reason) that the 
adverb vcaAcoq (which is found in ver. 18) is another favorite word with S. Mark: occurring as it 
does, (when the length of these several narratives is taken into account,) more than twice as often 
in S. Mark’s as in S. John’s Gospel,— just three times as often as in the Gospel of S. Matthew and 
S. Luke. 


(xxiv.) A more interesting (because a more just) observation would have been that exeiv, in the 
sense of “to be,” (as in the phrase vcaAooc; £X£iv, ver. 18,) is characteristic of S. Mark. He has it 
oftener than any of the Evangelists, viz. six times in all (ch. i. 32; 34: ii. 17: v. 23: vi. 55: xvi. 18.) 
Taking the shortness of his Gospel into account, he employs this idiom twice as often as S. 
Matthew;—three times as often as S. John;—four times as often as S. Luke. 

(xxv.) They would have told us further that appcooroq is another of S. Mark’s favorite words: 
for that he has it three times,—viz. in ch. vi. 5, 13, and here in ver. 18. S. Matthew has it only once. 
S. Luke and S. John not at all. 


(xxvi.) And we should have been certainly reminded by them that the conjunction of ttevBouch 
Kcd KAcdouoi (in ver. 10) is characteristic of S. Mark,—who has KAaiovtaq vcai dXaXa^ovzaq in 
ch. v. 38: OopufteToOs Kcd kAouete in the very next verse. As for tievOeiv, it is one of the 123 words 
common to S. Matthew and S. Mark, and peculiar to their two Gospels. 



(xxvii.) Lastly, “KarocKpivoo (in ver. 16), instead of Kpivoo, is Mark’s word, (comp. x. 33: xiv. 
64).” The simple verb which is used four times by S. Matthew, five times by S. Luke, nineteen 
times by S. John, is never at all employed by S. Mark: whereas the compound verb he has oftener 
in proportion than S. Matthew,—more than twice as often as either S. Luke or S. John. 

Strange,—that there should be exactly “xxvii” notes of genuineness discoverable in these twelve 
verses, instead of “XXVII” grounds of suspicion! 


But enough of all this. Here, we may with advantage review the progress hitherto made in this 
inquiry. 
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I claim to have demonstrated long since that all those imposing assertions respecting the “Style” 
and “Phraseology” of this section of the Gospel which were rehearsed at the outset 302 ,—are destitute 
of foundation, But from this discovery alone there results a settled conviction which it will be found 
difficult henceforth to disturb. A page of Scripture which has been able to endure so severe au 
ordeal of hostile inquiry, has been proved to be above suspicion. That character is rightly accounted 
blameless which comes out unsullied after Calumny has done her worst; done it systematically; 
done it with a will; done it for a hundred years. 

But this is not an adequate statement of the facts of the case in respect of the conclusion of S. 
Mark’s Gospel. Something more is certain than that the charges which have been so industriously 
brought against this portion of the Gospel are without foundation. It has been also proved that 
instead of there being discovered twenty-seven suspicious words and phrases scattered up and down 
these twelve verses of the Gospel, there actually exist exactly as many words and phrases which 
attest with more or less certainty that those verses are nothing else but the work of the Evangelist. 

IV. And now it is high time to explain that though I have hitherto condescended to adopt the 
method of my opponents, I have only done so in order to show that it proves fatal to themselves. I 
am, to say the truth, ashamed of what has last been written,—so untrustworthy do I deem the method 
which, (following the example of those who have preceded me in this inquiry,) I have hitherto 
pursued. The “Concordance test,”—(for that is probably as apt and intelligible a designation as can 
be devised for the purely mechanical process whereby it is proposed by a certain school of Critics 
to judge of the authorship of Scripture,)—is about the coarsest as well as about the most delusive 
that could be devised. By means of this clumsy and vulgar instrument, especially when applied, 
HA (as in the case before us,) without skill and discrimination, it would be just as easy to prove that 
174 | the first twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel are of a suspicious character as the last 303 . In truth, 
except in very skilful hands, it is no test at all, and can only mislead. 


302 

See above, p. 148. 

303 

The reader will be perhaps interested with the following passage in the pages of Professor Broadus already (p. 139 note g) 
alluded to:—“It occurred to me to examine the twelve just preceding verses, (xv. 44 to xvi. 8,) and by a curious coincidence, 
the words and expressions not elsewhere employed by Mark, footed up precisely the same number, seventeen. Those noticed 
are the following (text of Tregelles):—ver. 44, r£0vr|K£V (elsewhere aTtoSvrjoKto):—ver. 45, yvout; omo, a construction found 
nowhere else in the New Testament: also e5wpf|aaro and trrtbpa: ver. 46, EVEtAqaev, A£Aaropr|p£vov, tt£rpa<;, 
TtpoaEKuAtaev:—chap. xvi. ver. 1, StayevopEvou, and apwpara: ver. 2, pta rwv aa(3(3drtov:—ver. 3, attOKuAtaEi:—ver. 4, 
av£K£KUArarat. Also, acpoSpa, (Mark’s word is Atav.) Ver. 5, tv row; 5£(toT<; is a construction not found in Mark, or the other 
Gospels, though the word 5£(to<; occurs frequently:—ver. 8, £tx£v, in this particular sense, not elsewhere in the New Testament: 
rpopot;. 
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Thus, (in ver. 1,) we should be informed (i.) that “Mark nowhere uses the appellation Jesus 
Christ:” and (ii.) that “euayyeAiov Trjaou Xptarou” is “ Pauline .”—We should be reminded (iii.) 
that this Evangelist nowhere introduces any of the Prophets by name, and that therefore the mention 
of “Isaiah 304 ” (in ver. 2) is a suspicious circumstance:—(iv.) that a quotation from the Old Testament 
is “foreign to his manner,”—(for writers of this class would not hesitate to assume that S. Mark 
xv. 28 is no part of the Gospel;)—and (v.) that the fact that here are quotations from two different 
prophets, betrays an unskilful hand.—(vi.) Because S. Mark three times calls Judaea by its usual 
name (TouSaia, viz. in iii. 7: x. 1: xiii. 14), the unique designation, q TouSaia xdpa (in ver. 5) 
would be pronounced decisive against “the authorship of Mark.”—(vii.) The same thing would be 
said of the unique expression, ev TopSavq notapcp, which is found in ver. 5,—seeing that this 
Evangelist three times designates Jordan simply as TopSavqq (i. 9: iii. 8: x. 1).—(viii.) Thai entire 
expression in ver. 7 ( unique , it must be confessed, in the Gospel,) ou ouk dpi iicavoq—UTToSqparoov 
auxou, would be pronounced “abhorrent to the style of Mark.”—(ix.) to Ilvdipa, twice , (viz. in 
ver. 10 and ver. 12) we should be told is never used by the Evangelist absolutely for the Holy 
Ghost: but always to Ilvdipa to "Ayiov, (as in eh. iii. 29; xii. 36: xiii. 11). — (x.) The same would 
be said of oi TspoaoAupTrai (in ver. 5) for “the inhabitants of Jerusalem:” we should be assured 
that S. Mark’s phrase would rather be oi duo 'IepoaoAupoov,—as in eh. iii. 8 and 22.—And (xi.) 
the expression maxevexe ev up suayysAicp (ver. 15), we should be informed “cannot be 
Mark’s;”—who either employs dqand the accusative (as in eh. ix. 92), or else makes the verb take 
a dative (as in eh. xi. 31: xvi. 13, 14.)—We should also probably be told that the ten following 
words are all “unknown to Mark:”—(xii.) xpi'x£q,—(xiii.) Ssppauvq,—(xiv.) oacpuq,—(xv.) 
aicpiSsq,—(xvi.) psAr, (xvii.) aypioq (six instances in a single verse (ver. 6): a highly suspicious 
circumstance!),—(xviii.) kuttteiv,—( xix.) ipaq, (xx.) UTioSqpaTa (all three instances in ver. 
7!)—(xxi.) £U§OK£iv,—(xxii.) Kai eyevexo ... f|A0ev, (ver. 9),—unique in S. Mark!—(xxiii.) 
^anxi^eoQax dq (ver 9), another unique phrase!—(xxiv.) oi oupavol twice, (viz. in verses 10, 11) 
yet elsewhere, when S. Mark speaks of Heaven, (eh. vi. 41: vii. 34: viii. 11: xvi. 19) he always uses 
the singular.—Lastly, (xxv.) the same sorry objection which was brought against the “last twelve 
verses,” (that TidA.iv, a favourite adverb with S. Mark, is not found there,) is here even more 
conspicuous. 


“This list is perhaps not complete, for it was prepared in a few hours—about as much time, it may be said, without disrespect, 
as Fritsche and Meyer appear to have given to their collections of examples from the other passage. It is not proposed to discuss 
the list, though some of the instances are curious. It is not claimed that they are all important, but that they are all real. And as 
regards the single question of the number of peculiarities, they certainly form quite an offset to the number upon which Dean 
Alford has laid stress”—p. 361. 

Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford. 
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Turning away from all this,—(not, however, without an apology for having lingered over such 
frivolous details so long,)—I desire to point out that we have reverently to look below the surface, 
if we would ascertain how far it is to be presumed from internal considerations whether S. Mark 
was indeed the author of this portion of his Gospel, or not. 

V. We must devise, I say, some more delicate, more philosophical, more real test than the 
coarse, uncritical expedient which has been hitherto considered of ascertaining by reference to the 
A pages of a Greek Concordance whether a certain word which is found in this section of the Gospel 

176 I is, or is not, used elsewhere by S. Mark. And I suppose it will be generally allowed to be deserving 

of attention,—in fact, to be a singularly corroborative circumstance,—that within the narrow 
compass of these Twelve Verses we meet with every principal characteristic of S. Mark’s 
manner :—Thus, 

(i.) Though he is the Author of the shortest of the Gospels, and though to all appearance he 
often merely reproduces what S. Matthew has said before him, or else anticipates something, which 
is afterwards delivered by S. Luke,—it is surprising how often we are indebted to S. Mark for 
precious pieces of information which we look for in vain elsewhere. Now, this is a feature of the 
Evangelist’s manner which is susceptible of memorable illustration from the section before us. 

How many and how considerable are the new circumstances which S. Mark here delivers!—(1) 
That Mary Magdalene was the first to behold the risen Saviour: (2) That it was He who had cast 
out from her the “seven devils:” (3) How the men were engaged to whom she brought her joyful 
message,—(4) who not only did not believe her story, but when Cleopas and his companion declared 
what had happened to themselves, “ neither believed they them.” (5) The terms of the Ministerial 
Commission, as set down in verses 15 and 16, are unique. (6) The announcement of the “signs 
which should follow them that believe” is even extraordinary. Lastly, (7) this is the only place in 
the Gospel where The Session at the right Hand of God is recorded. ... So many, and such precious 
incidents, showered into the Gospel Treasury at the last moment, and with such a lavish hand, must 
needs have proceeded if not from an Apostle at least from a companion of Apostles., if we had no 
other token to go by, there could not be a reasonable doubt that this entire section is by no other 
than S. Mark himself! 


(ii.) A second striking characteristic of the second Evangelist is his love of picturesque, or at 
least of striking details,—his proneness to introduce exceedingly minute particulars, often of the 
HA profoundest significancy, and always of considerable interest. Not to look beyond the Twelve 
177 I Verses (chap. i. 9-20) which were originally proposed for comparison,—We are reminded (a) that 
in describing our Saviour&#8217;s Baptism, it is only S. Mark who relates that “He came from 
Nazareth ” to be baptized.— (b) In his highly elliptical account of our Lord&#8217;s Temptation, 
it is only he who relates that “He was with the wild beasts.” —(c) In his description of the Call of 
the four Disciples, S. Mark alone it is who, (notwithstanding the close resemblance of his account 
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to what is found in S. Matthew,) records that the father of S. James and S. John was left “in the 
ship with the hired servants 305 .'’—Now, of this characteristic, we have also within these twelve 
verses, at least four illustrations:— 

(a) Note in ver. 10, that life-like touch which evidently proceeded from an 
eye-witness,—“ ttsvOouoi kco kAouougi.” S. Mark relates that when Mary conveyed to the Disciples 
the joyous tidings of the Loan’s Resurrection, she found them overwhelmed with sorrow, —“mourning 
and weeping.” 

(b) Note also that the unbelief recorded in ver. 13 is recorded only there. 

(c) Again. S. Mark not only says that as the two Disciples were “going into the country,” 
(Tropeuopsvou; riq aypov 306 , ver. 12,) Jesus also “went with them”—(ouv-£Tiop£U£TO. as S. Luke 
relates;)—but that it was as they actually “ walked ” along (Trspuiarouatv) that this manifestation 
took place. 

(d) Among the marvellous predictions made concerning “them that believe;” what can be 
imagined more striking than the promise that they should “take up serpents ;” and suffer no harm 
even if they should “ drink any deadly thing ”? 

(iii) Next,—all have been struck, I suppose, with S. Mark’s proneness to substitute some 
expression of his own for what he found in the Gospel of his predecessor S. Matthew: or, when he 
anticipates something which is afterwards met with in the Gospel of S. Luke, his aptness to deliver 
it in language entirely independent of the later Evangelist. I allude, for instance; to his substitution 
of £7u(3aA.u)v ekAcue (xiv. 72) for S. Matthew’s ekAqcuoev irncpooc; (xxvi. 75);—and of 6 tektgov (vi. 
— 1\ 3) for 6 tou tsktovoc; moq (S. Matth. xiii. 55).—The “woman of Canaan” in S. Matthew’s Gospel 

us | (yuvrj Xavavaia, ch. xv. 22), is called “a Greek, a Syrophenician by nation” in S. Mark’s ('EAAr|v'u;, 
Eupocpoiviooa tto y£va, ch. vii. 26).—At the Baptism, “instead of the “ opened ” heavens of S. 
Matthew (dv£o6x0r|aav, ch. iii. 16) and S. Luke (dv£Cpx0Ovca, ch. iii. 22), we are presented by S. 
Mark with the striking image of the heavens “ cleaving ” or “ being rent asunder ’ (oxi^opLvouc; 307 , 
ch. i. 10).—What S. Matthew calls ra opia MayaSaAa (ch. xv. 39), S. Mark designates as tct piepr| 
AaApavouOa (ch. viii. 10.)—In place of S. Matthew’s <j3pr| EaSSouvcaioov, (ch. xvi. 6), S. Mark 
has <j3pr| 'HpoiSou (ch. viii. 15.)—In describing the visit to Jericho, for the 5uo rucpAoi of S. Matthew 


305 

S. Mark i. 9: 14: 20. 

306 

The same word is found also in S. Luke’s narrative of the same event, ch. xxiv. 13. 

307 

On which, Victor of Antioch (if indeed it be he) finely remarks,—£xi( ov rat §£ oi oupavot, tj Kara MarOaTov avoiyovrat, 
tva row; avOpdmoti; dmo5o0fi et, oupavou 6 dytaapot;, Kat auvacpSfl row; eTnyetott; ra oupavta.—(Cramer p. 271.) 
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(ch. xx. 29), S. Mark gives m6q Tipcdou Bapripcdoq 6 rucpAoq_tipoaarcoov (ch. x. 46.)—For 

the vcAaSouq of S. Matth. xxi. 8, S. Mark (ch. xi. 8) has oroi(3a§aq; and for the other’s npiv dAevaopa 
cpoovrjaai (xxvi. 34), he has npiv r\ 5iq (xiv. 30.)—It is so throughout. 



Accordingly,—(as we have already more than once had occasion to remark,)—whereas the rest 
say only q pia roav oa(3(3atoov, S. Mark says irpoorq oa(3(3atou (in ver. 9).—Whereas S. Luke (viii. 
2) says dcp’ rjq Scapovia enta s^eAr|Ai30et,—S. Mark records that from her £K(3e(3A(jK£i bird 
Scapovia.—Very different is the great ministerial Commission as set down by S. Mark in ver. 15, 
16, from what is found in S. Matthew xxviii. 19, 20.—And whereas S. Luke says “their eyes were 
holden that they should not know Him,” S. Mark says that “He appeared to them in another form.” 
... Is it credible that any one fabricating a conclusion to S. Mark’s narrative after S. Luke’s Gospel 
had appeared, would have ventured so to paraphrase S. Luke’s statement? And yet, let the consistent 
truthfulness of either expression be carefully noted. Both are historically accurate, but they proceed 
from opposite points of view. Viewed on the heavenly side, (God&#8217;s side), the Disciples’ 
“eyes” (of course) “were holclen:” — viewed on the earthly side, (Man’s side), the risen Saviour 
(no doubt) “appeared in another form.” 

(iv.) Then further, S. Mark is observed to introduce many expressions into his Gospel which 
confirm the prevalent tradition that it was at Rome he wrote it; and that it was with an immediate 
view to Latin readers that it was published. Twelve such expressions were enumerated above (at 
p. 150-1); and such, it was also there shewn, most unmistakably is the phrase Trpoarri oa(3(3drou in 
ver. 9.—It is simply incredible that any one but an Evangelist writing under the peculiar conditions 
traditionally assigned to S. Mark, would have hit upon such an expression as this,—the strict 
equivalent, to Latin ears, for rj pia roov aa(3(3droov, which has occurred just above, in ver. 2. Now 
this, it will be remembered, is one of the hacknied objections to the genuineness of this entire 
portion of the Gospel;—quite proof enough, if proof were needed, of the exceeding improbability 
which attaches to the phrase, in the judgment of those who have considered this question the most. 


(v.) The last peculiarity of S. Mark to which I propose to invite attention is supplied by those 
expressions which connect his Gospel with S. Peter, and remind us of the constant traditional belief 
of the ancient Church that S. Mark was the companion of the chief of the Apostles. 


That the second Gospel contains many such hints has often been pointed out; never more 
interestingly or more convincingly than by Townson 308 , in a work which deserves to be in the hands 
of every student of Sacred Science. Instead of reproducing any of the familiar cases in order to 
illustrate my meaning, I will mention one which has perhaps never been mentioned in this connexion 
before. 


308 


Disc. v. Sect. ii. 
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(a) Reference is made to our Lord&#8217;s sayings in S. Mark vii, and specially to what is 
found in ver. 19. That expression, “purging all meats” (KaBapitjoov 309 navra ra (3po6para), does 
really seem to be no part of the Divine discourse; but the Evangelist’s inspired comment on the 
Saviour&#8217;s words 310 . Our Saviour (he explains) by that discourse of His—ipso, facto —“made 

—IX all meats clean.” How doubly striking a statement, when it is remembered that probably Simon 

iso | Peter himself was the actual author of it;—the same who, on the house-top at Joppa, had been 

shewn in a vision that “God had made clean ” (6 0£oq £Ka@dptc£ 311 ) all His creatures! 

( b ) Now, let a few words spoken by the same S. Peter on a memorable occasion be 
considered:—“Wherefore of these men which have companied with us all the time that the Lord 
Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the Baptism of John, unto that same day that He 
was taken up (av£Af|cp0r|) from us, must one be ordained to be a witness with us of His 
Resurrection 312 .” Does not S. Peter thereby define the precise limits of our Saviour&#8217;s 
Ministry,—shewing it to have “begun” (dp^apEVoq) “from the Baptism of John,”—and closed with 
the Day of our Lord&#8217;s Ascension? And what else are those but the exact bounds of S. 
Mark’s Gospel,—of which the apxn; (ch. i. 1) is signally declared to have been the Baptism of 
John, —and. the utmost limit, the day when (as S. Mark says) ”He was taken up (dv£A.t]cp@r|) into 
Heaven,”—(ch. xvi. 19)? 

(c) I will only further remind the reader, in connexion with the phrase, Tract] rrj kzioei, in ver. 
155,—(concerning which, the reader is referred back to page 162-3,)—that both S. Peter and S. 
Mark (but no other of the sacred writers) conspire to use the expression an’ dpxrjq KTiCEOoq 313 . S. 
Mark has besides kuceux; f|q sktios 6 0£oq (ch. xiii. 19); while S. Peter alone styles the Almighty, 
from His work of Creation, 6 Kriotriq (1 S. Pet. iv. 19). 

309 

This appears to be the true reading. 

310 

So Chrysostom 6 5e M dpicot; <pr[aiv, on “Ka0apt(u>v ra |3ptopara,” zavxaaXeyev. [vii. 526 A]—He seems to have derived 
that remark from Origen [in Matth. ed. Huet. i. 249 D]:— Kara rov Mapvcov eXeye raura 6 Eu>rf|p “Ka0apt(tov navra ra 
Pptopara.” —From the same source, I suspect, Gregory Thaumaturgus (Origen's disciple), Bp. of Neocaesarea in Pontus, A.D. 
261, [Routh, iii. 257] derived the following:— Kai 6 Ewrf|p 6 “navra Ka0apt(tov ra (3pd>para” ou to danopeuopsvov, cpr[ai, 
koivoT rov av0pwnov, aXXa to eKnopeoopevov. —See, by all means. Field’s most interesting Adnotationes in Chrys., vol. iii. 
p.l 12. . .. ’Evt£u0£ (finely says Victor of Antioch) 6 vcatvot; apxerat vopot; 6 Kara to nvcopa. ( Cramer i. 335.) 

311 

Acts x. 16. 

312 

Acts i. 22, 23. Cf. ver. 2,—axpt f|<; npspat; • • • av£Af|cp0r|. 

313 

S. Mark x. 6: xiii. 19.—2 S. Pet. iii. 4 (Cf. 1 S. Pet. ii. 13.) 
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VI. But besides, and over and above such considerations as those which precede,—(some of 
which, I am aware, might be considerably evacuated of their cogency; while others, I am just as 
firmly convinced, will remain forcible witnesses of God&#8217;s Truth to the end of Time,)—I 
hesitate not to avow my personal conviction that abundant and striking evidence is garnered up 
within the brief compass of these Twelve Verses that they are identical in respect of fabric with 
the rest of the Gospel; were clearly manufactured out of the same Divine materials,—wrought in 
the same heavenly loom. 

It was even to have been expected, from what is found to have been universally the method in 
other parts of Scripture,—(for it was of course foreseen by Almighty God from the beginning that 
this portion of His Word would be, like its Divine Author, in these last days cavilled at, reviled, 
hated, rejected, denied,)—that the Spirit would not leave Himself without witness in this place. It 
was to have been anticipated, I say, that Eternal Wisdom would carefully—(I trust there is no 
irreverence in so speaking of God and His ways!)—would carefully make provision: meet the 
coming unbelief (as His Angel met Balaam) with a drawn sword: plant up and down throughout 
these Twelve Verses of the Gospel, sure indications of their Divine Original,—unmistakable notes 
of purpose and design,—mysterious traces and tokens of Himself; not visible indeed to the scornful 
and arrogant, the impatient and irreverent; yet clear as if written with a sunbeam to the patient and. 
humble student, the man who “trembleth at God&#8217;s Word 314 .” Or, (if the Reader prefers the 
image,) the indications of a Divine Original to be met with in these verses shall be likened rather 
to those cryptic characters, invisible so long as they remain unsuspected, but which shine forth 
clear and strong when exposed to the Light or to the Heat; (Light and Heat, both emblems of 
Himself!) so that even he that gropeth in darkness must now see them, and admit that of a truth 
“the Lord is in this place” although he “knew it not!” 

(i.) I propose then that in the first instance we compare the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel with 
the beginning of it. We did this before, when our object was to ascertain whether the Style of S. 
Mark xvi. 9-20 be indeed as utterly discordant from that of the rest of the Gospel as is commonly 
182 | represented. We found, instead, the most striking resemblance 315 . We also instituted a brief 
comparison between the two in order to discover whether the Diction of the one might not possibly 
be found as suggestive of verbal doubts as the diction of the other: and so we found it 316 .—Let us 
for the third time draw the two extremities of this precious fabric into close proximity in order again 
to compare them. Nothing I presume can be fairer than to elect that, once more, our attention be 



314 

Is. lxvi. 2. 

315 

See above, p.143-5. 

316 

See above, p. 174-5. 
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chiefly directed to what is contained within the twelve verses (ver. 9-20) of S. Mark’s first chapter 
which exactly correspond with the twelve verses of his last chapter (ver. 9-20) which are the subject 
of the present volume. 

Now between these two sections of the Gospel, besides (1) the obvious verbal resemblance, I 
detect (2) a singular parallelism of essential structure. And this does not strike me the less forcibly 
because nothing of the kind was to have been expected. 

(1.) On the verbal coincidences I do not propose to lay much stress. Yet are they certainly not 
without argumentative weight and significancy. I allude to the following:— 

(a) [(3anrUj<x)v, (3dimopa (i. 4)—vcai £(3airri^ovro (a) (3aTrciG0£ic; 

(i. 5)—£(3diraaa, (Saimaa (i. 8)]—teat 
£(3aTTtio0r| (i. 9) 

( b ) [Kppuaaoov, £Ktjpuaa£ (i. 7)] ( b ) EKijpu^av (xvi. 20) 

( b and c) Kripuaaoov to zvayytXxov, (i. (c) Kripu^atE to Evasiyzkxov (xvi. 15 
14)—[apxij rod £uayY£^tou (i. 1)] 

(c and d) moxeveze tv rto evayyeXup (i. 15) (d) r\moxr\oav (xvi. 11)—ou5s kmoxevcav (xvi. 

13) —tf|v amoxiav, ouk tnioxevoav (xvi. 

14) —6 TuoT£uaaq, 6 dTuctfjaaq (xvi. 
16)—tote; maxevoaai (xvi. 17.) 

Now this, to say the least, shews that there exists an unmistakable relation of sympathy between 
the first page of S. Mark’s Gospel and the last. The same doctrinal phraseology 317 ,—the same 
— Ca indications of Divine purpose,—the same prevailing cast of thought is observed to occur in both. 

183 I (i.) A Gospel to be everywhere preached ;—(ii.) Faith , to be of all required;—(iii.) Baptism to be 

universally administered; (“one Lord, one Faith, one Baptism:”)—Is not this the theme of the 
beginning of S. Mark’s Gospel as well as of the end of it? Surely it is as if on comparing the two 
extremities of a chain, with a view to ascertaining whether the fabric be identical or not. It were 
discovered that those extremities are even meant to clasp! 

(2.) But the essential parallelism between S. Mark xvi. 9-20 and S. Mark i. 9-20 is a profounder 
phenomenon and deserves even more attention. I proceed to set down side by side, as before, what 
ought to require neither comment nor explanation of mine. Thus we find,— 


317 

My attention was first drawn to this by my friend, the Rev. W. Kay, D.D. 


159 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


(A) in ch. i. 9 to 11: —Our Lord&#8217;s 
Manifestation to the World ercupaveia on His 
“coming up (ava(3cdvoov) out of the water” 
of Jordan: (having been “buried by Baptism,” 
as the Apostle speaks:) when the Voice from 
Heaven proclaimed,—“Thou art My beloved 
Son in whom I am well pleased.” 

(B) - 12, 13:—Christ&#8217;s victory over 

Satan; (whereby is fulfilled the promise 
“Thou shalt tread upon the lion and adder: 
the young lion and the dragon shalt Thou 
trample under feet.”) 

[(C)-8:—The Pentecostal Gift foretold: “He 

shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost.”] 

(D) in ch. i. 14,15:— Christ “comes into Galilee, 
preaching the Gospel .... and saying 
Repent ye, and believe the Gospel.” 

(E) -15: His announcement, that “The time is 

fulfilled, and the Kingdom of God is at hand.” 


(A) in ch. xvi. 9 to 11:—Our Lord&#8217;s 
appearance to Mary Magdalene (scpdvr|) after 
His Resurrection (dvacrctq) from Death: (of 
which God had said, “Thou art My Son, this 
day have I begotten Thee.” 

-12 to 14:—Two other Manifestations 

(scpavepooBri) to Disciples. 

(B) - 17, 18:—Christ&#8217;s promise that 

“they that believe” “shall cast out devils” and 
“shall take up serpents:” (as [in S. Luke x. 
19] He had given the Seventy “power to tread 
on serpents and scorpions, and over all the 
power of the Enemy.”) 

(C) -17:—The chief Pentecostal Gift 

specified: “They shall speak with new 
tongues.” 

(D) in ch. xvi. 15, 16:—He commands His 
Apostles to “go into all the world and preach 
the Gospel to every creature. He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be saved.” 

(E) -19:—S. Mark’s record concerning Him, 

that “He was received up into Heaven, and 
sat on the right hand of God:” (where He 
must reign till He hath put all enemies under 
His feet.”) 


(F)-16 to 20:—The four Apostles’Call to the (F)-20:—The Apostles’ Ministry, which is 

Ministry: (which [S. Luke v. 8, 9] is everywhere miraculously attested,—“The 
miraculously attested.) Lord working with them, and confirming the 

word by the signs that followed.” 

It is surely not an unmeaning circumstance, a mere accident, that the Evangelist should at the 
very outset and at the very conclusion of his Gospel, so express himself! If, however, it should 
seem to the Reader a mere matter of course, a phenomenon without interest or significancy,—nothing 
which I could add would probably bring him to a different mind. 
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(3.) Then, further: when I scrutinize attentively the two portions of Scripture thus proposed for 
critical survey, I am not a little struck by the discovery that the Vlth Article of the ancient Creed 
of Jerusalem (A.D. 348) is found in the one: the Xth Article, in the other 318 . If it be a purely fortuitous 
N circumstance, that two cardinal verities like these,—(viz. “ He ascended into Heaven , and sat down 

185 I at the Right Hand of God ”— and “One Baptism for the Remission of sins,”) should be found at 

either extremity of one short Gospel,—I will but point out that it is certainly one of a very remarkable 
series of fortuitous circumstances.—But in the thing to be mentioned next, there neither is, nor can 
be, any talk of fortuitousness at all. 

(4.) Allusion is made to the diversity of Name whereby the Son of Man is indicated in these 
two several places of the Gospel; which constitutes a most Divine circumstance, and is profoundly 
significant. He who in the first verse (S. Mark i. 1) was designated by the joint title “Tr|oouq” and 
“XpioToq,”—here, in the last two verses (S. Mark xvi. 19, 20) is styled for the first and for the last 
time, “'0 K'YPIOZ”— the Lord 319 . 

And why? Because He who at His Circumcision was named “Jesus,” (a Name which was given 
Him from His Birth, yea, and before His Birth); He who at His Baptism became “the Christ,” (a 
Title which belonged to His Office, and which betokens His sacred Unction)-, —the same, on the 
occasion of His Ascension into Heaven and Session at the Right Hand of God,— when (as we know) 
“all power had been given unto Him in Heaven and in Earth” (S. Matth. xxviii. 18),—is designated 
by His Name of Dominion-, “the Lord” Jehovah . . . “Magnifica et opportuna appellatio!”—as 
Bengel well remarks. 


318 

The Creed itself, (“ex variis Cyrillianarum Catacheseon locis collectum,’") may be seen at p. 84 of De Touttee’s ed. of Cyril. 
Let the following be compared:— 

dveA(|pcp0r| e’w; rov oupavov, kou exaStaev etc Se^ttov too Qeov, (ch. xvi. 19.) 

ANEAO'ONTA E’ll TO'YE OYPANO'YE, KAT KA0TZANTA ’EK AEMI'QN TOY IfATP'OE (Art. VI.) This may be seen is situ 
at p. 224 C of Cyril. 


paimapa peravoiou; e’tq acpeatv dpaprtwv, (ch. i. 4.) 

BAnTIIMA META NOT AE E’lE v AOEEIN AMAPTUQN (Art. X.) This may be seen at p. 293 C of Cyril. 


The point will be most intelligently and instructively studied in Professor Heurtley’s little work De Fide et Symbolo, 1869, 

p. 9. 

319 

See above,—p.165-6. 
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But I take leave to point out that all this is what never either would or could have entered into 
the mind of a fabricator of a conclusion to S. Mark’s unfinished Gospel. No inventor of a supplement, 
I say, could have planted his foot in this way in exactly the right place. The proof of my assertion 
is twofold:— 



(a) First, because the present indication that the Holy Ghost was indeed the Author of these 
last Twelve Verses is even appealed to by Dr. Davidson and his School, as a proof of a spurious 
original. Verily, such Critics do not recognise the token of the Divine Finger even when they see 
it! 


0 b ) Next, as a matter of fact, we have a spurious Supplement to the Gospel,—the same which 
was exhibited above at p. 123-4; and which may here be with advantage reproduced in its Latin 
form:—“Omnia autem quaecumque praecepta erant illis qui cum Petro erant, breviter exposuerunt. 
Post haec et ipso Iesus adparuit, et ab oriente usque in occidentem misit per illos sanctam et 
incorruptampraedicationem salutis aeternae. Amen 320 .”—Another apocryphal termination is found 
in certain copies of the Thebaic version. It occupies the place of ver. 20, and is as 
follows:—“Exeuntes temi in quatuor climata caeli praedicarunt Evangelium in mundo toto, Christo 
operante cum iis in verbo confirmationem cum signis sequentibus eos et miraculis. Atque hoc modo 
cognitum est regnum Dei iu terra tota et in mundo toto Israelis in testimonium gentium omnium 
harum quae exsistunt ab oriente ad occasum.” It will be seen that the Title of Dominion (6 
Kupioq—the Lord) is found in neither of these fabricated passages; but the Names of Nativity and 
of Baptism (Trjoouq and Xpiatoq— Jesus and Christ) occur instead. 


(ii.) Then further:—It is an extraordinary note of genuineness that such a vast number of minute 
but important facts should be found accumulated within the narrow compass of these twelve verses; 
and should be met with nowhere else. The writer,—supposing that he had only S. Matthew’s Gospel 
before him,—traverses (except in one single instance) wholly new ground ; moves forward with 
unmistakable boldness and a rare sense of security; and wherever he plants his foot, it is to enrich 
the soil with fertility and beauty. But on the supposition that he wrote after S. Luke’s and S. John’s 
Gospel had appeared,—the marvel becomes increased an hundred-fold: for how then does it come 
to pass that he evidently draws his information from quite independent sources? is not bound by 
any of their statements? even seems purposely to break away from their guidance, and to adventure 


Cod. Bobbiensis (k): which however for “illis” has “et:” for “Petro,” “puero:” and for “occidentem,” “orientem.” It also 
repeats “usque.” I have ventured to alter “ab orientem” into “ab oriente.”—Compare what is found in the Philoxenian margin, 
as given by White and Adler. 
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some extraordinary statement of his own,—which nevertheless carries the true Gospel savour with 
it; and is felt to be authentic from the very circumstance that no one would have ever dared to invent 
such a detail and put it forth on his own responsibility? 


(iii.) Second to no indication that this entire section of the Gospel has a Divine original, I hold 
to be a famous expression which (like rcpojrr| aa(3[3drou) has occasioned general offence: I mean, 
the designation of Mary Magdalene as one “out of whom” the Lord “had cast seven devils;” and 
that, in immediate connexion with the record of her august privilege of being the first of the Human 
Race to behold His risen form. There is such profound Gospel significancy,—such sublime 
improbability,—such exquisite pathos in this record,—that I would defy any fabricator, be he who 
he might, to have achieved it. This has been to some extent pointed out already 321 . 


(iv.) It has also been pointed out, (but the circumstance must be by all means here insisted upon 
afresh,) that the designation (found in ver. 10) of the little company of our Lord&#8217;s 
followers,—“roiq pet aurou ysvopsvoiq,”—is another rare note of veracious origin. No one but 
S. Mark,—or just such an one as he,—would or could have so accurately designated the little band 
of Christian men and women who, unconscious of their bliss, were “mourning and weeping” till 
after sunrise on the first Easter Day. The reader is reminded of what has been already offered on 
this subject, at p.155-6. 



(v.) I venture further to point out that no writer but S. Mark, (or such an one as he 322 ), would 
have familiarly designated the Apostolic body as “auroic; role; evSekcx,” in ver. 14. The phrase oi 
SojSekcc. he uses in proportion far oftener than any other two of the Evangelists 323 . And it is evident 
that the phrase oi evSevca soon became an equally recognised designation of the Apostolic 
body,—“from which Judas by transgression fell.” Its fa mi liar introduction into this place by the 
second Evangelist is exactly what one might have looked for, or at least what one is fully prepared 
to meet with, in him. 

(vi.) I will close this enumeration by calling attention to an unobtrusive and unobserved verb 
in the last of these verses which (I venture to say) it would never have entered into the mind of any 
ordinary writer to employ in that particular place. I allude to the familiar word s^eABovreq. 


321 

See above (Art. II.) p. 152-3. 

322 

Consider S. Luke xxiv. 9: 33. Acts ii. 14. 

323 

S. Matth. xxvi. 14. 29, 47.—S. Mark iv. 10: vi. 7: ix. 35: x. 32: xi. 11: xiv. 10, 17, 20, 43.—S. Luke viii. 1: ix. 1, 12: xviii. 
31: xxii. 3, 47.—S. lohn vi. 37, 70, 71: xx. 24. 
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The precise meaning of the expression,—depending on the known force of the preposition with 
which the verb is compounded,—can scarcely be missed by any one who, on the one hand, is 
familiar with the Evangelical method; on the other, is sufficiently acquainted with the Gospel 
History. Reference is certainly made to the final departure of the Apostolic body out of the city of 
Jerusalem 324 . And tacitly, beyond a question, there is herein contained a recollection of our 
Saviour&#82 17;s command to His Apostles, twice expressly recorded by S. Luke, “that they should 
not depart from Jerusalem , but wait for the promise of the Father.” “Behold,” (said He,) “I send 
the promise of My Father upon you: but tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem, until ye be endued with 
power from on high 325 .” . . . After many days “they went forth,” or “out.” S. Mark, (or perhaps it is 
rather S. Peter,) expressly says so,— k^eXQovxeq. Aye, and that was a memorable “outgoing,” truly! 
What else was its purpose but the evangelization of the World? 

VII. Let this suffice, then, concerning the evidence derived from Internal considerations. But 
lest it should hereafter be reckoned as an omission, and imputed to me as a fault, that I have said 
nothing about the alleged Inconsistency of certain statements contained in these “Twelve Verses” 
with the larger notices contained in the parallel narratives of S. Luke and S. John,—I proceed briefly 
to explain why I am silent on this head. 



1.1 cannot see for whom I should be writing; in other words,—what I should propose to myself 
as the end to be attained by what I wrote. For, 

2. What would be gained by demonstrating,—(as I am of course prepared to do,)—that there 
is really no inconsistency whatever between anything which S. Mark here says, and what the other 
Evangelists deliver? I should have proved that,—(assuming the other Evangelical narratives to be 
authentic, i.e. historically true,)—the narrative before us cannot be objected to on the score of its 
not being authentic also. But by whom is such proof required? 


(a) Not by the men who insist that errors are occasionally to be met with in the Evangelical 
narratives. In their estimation, the genuineness of an inspired writing is a thing not in the least 
degree rendered suspicious by the erroneousness of its statements. According to them, the narrative 
may exhibit inaccuracies and inconsistencies, and may yet be the work of S. Mark. If the 
inconsistencies be but “trifling,” and the inaccuracies “minute,”—these “sound Theologians,” (for 


Compare S. Luke xxii. 39; and especially S. John xviii. 1,—where the moment of departure from the city is marked: (for 
observe, they had left the house and the upper chamber at ch. xiv. 31). See also ch. xix. 17,—where the going without the gate 
is indicated: (for e^to rfj<; ttuArp; £Tta0£ [Heb. xiii. 12.]) So Matth. xxvii. 32. Consider S. Luke xxi. 37. 

S. Luke xxiv. 49. Acts i. 4. 
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so they style themselves 326 ,) “have no dread whatever of acknowledging” their existence. Be it so. 
Then would it be a gratuitous task to set about convincing them that no inconsistency, no inaccuracy 
is discoverable within the compass of these Twelve concluding Verses. 

(b) But neither is such proof required by faithful Readers; who, for want of the. requisite 
Scientific knowledge, are unable to discern the perfect Harmony of the Evangelical narratives in 
this place. It is only one of many places where a prima facie discrepancy, though it does not fail to 
strike,—yet (happily) altogether fails to distress them. Consciously or unconsciously, such readers 
reason with themselves somewhat as follows:— “God&#8217;s Word, like all God&#8217;s other 
Works, (and I am taught to regard God&#82 17;s Word as a very masterpiece of creative skill;)—the 
blessed Gospel, I say, is full of difficulties. And yet those difficulties are observed invariably to 
disappear under competent investigation. Can I seriously doubt that if sufficient critical skill were 
brought to bear on the highly elliptical portion of narrative contained in these Twelve Verses, it 
would present no exception to a rule which is observed to be else universal; and that any apparent 
HA inconsistency between S. Mark’s statements in this place, and those of S. Luke and S. John, would 
i 9 o | also be found to be imaginary only?” 

This then is the reason why I abstain from entering upon a prolonged Inquiry, which would in 
fact necessitate a discussion of the Principles of Gospel Harmony, —for which the present would 
clearly not be the proper place. 

VIII. Let it suffice that, in the foregoing pages,— 

1. I have shewn that the supposed argument from “Style,” (in itself a highly fallacious test,) 
disappears under investigation. 

It has been proved (pp. 142-5) that, on the contrary, the style of S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is exceedingly 
like the style of S. Mark i. 9-20; and therefore, that it is rendered probable by the Style that the 
Author of the beginning of this Gospel was also the Author of the end of it. 

2. I have further shewn that the supposed argument from “Phraseology,”—(in itself, a most 
unsatisfactory test; and as it has been applied to the matter in hand, a very coarse and clumsy 
one;)—breaks down hopelessly under severe analysis. 

Instead of there being twenty-seven suspicious circumstances in the Phraseology of these Twelve 
Verses, it has been proved (pp. 170-3) that in twenty-seven particulars there emerge corroborative 
considerations. 


326 

See above, p. 2. 
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3. Lastly, I have shewn that a loftier method of Criticism is at hand; and that, tested by this 
truer, more judicious, and more philosophical standard; a presumption of the highest order is created 
that these Verses must needs be the work ofS. Mark. 



CHAPTER X. 


THE TESTIMONY OF THE LECTIONARIES SHEWN TO BE ABSOLUTELY DECISIVE 
AS TO THE GENUINENESS OF THESE VERSES. 


The Lectionary of the East shewn to be a work of extraordinary antiquity (p. 195).— Proved to be 
older than any extant MS. of the Gospels, by an appeal to the Fathers (p. 198).— In this 
Lectionary, (and cdso in the Lectionary of the West,) the last Twelve Verses ofS. Mark’s 
Gospel have, from the first, occupied a most conspicuous, as well as most honourable 
place, (p.204.)— Now, this becomes the testimony of ante-Nicene Christendom in their 
favour (p. 209.) 



I HAVE reserved for the last the testimony of The Lectionaries, which has been hitherto all 
but entirely overlooked 327 ;—passed by without so much as a word of comment, by those who have 
preceded me in this inquiry. Yet is it, when rightly understood, altogether decisive of the question 
at issue. And why? Because it is not the testimony rendered by a solitary Father or by a solitary 
MS.; no, nor even the testimony yielded by a single Church, or by a single family of MSS. But it 
is the united testimony of all the Churches. It is therefore the evidence borne by a ‘goodly fellowship 
of Prophets,’ a ‘noble army of Martyrs’ indeed; as well as by MSS. innumerable which have long 
since perished, but which must of necessity once have been. And so, it comes to us like the voice 
of many waters: dates, (as I shall show by-and-by,) from a period of altogether immemorial antiquity: 
is endorsed by the sanction of all the succeeding ages: admits of neither doubt nor evasion. This 
subject, in order that it may be intelligibly handled, will be most conveniently approached by some 
remarks which shall rehearse the matter from the beginning. 


The one memorable exception, which I have only lately met with, is supplied by the following remark of the thoughtful 
and accurate Matthaei, made in a place where it was almost safe to escape attention; viz. in a footnote at the very end of his Nov. 
Test. (ed. 1803), vol. i. p. 748.—“Haec lectio in Evangeliariis et Synaxariis omnibus ter notatur tribus maxime notabilibus 
temporibus. Secundum ordinem temporum Ecclesiae Graecae primo legitur KUptatcfj rtbv pupotpopwv, etc; rov opSpov. Secundo, 
rw op0pco rrjt; avaArjvJjeux;. Tertio, ut ea>0iv6v avaardatpov y'. De hoc loco ergo vetustissimis temporibus nullo modo dubitavit 
Ecclesia.”—Matthaei had slightly anticipated this in his ed. of 1788, ii. 267. 
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The Christian Church succeeded to the Jewish. The younger society inherited the traditions of 
the elder, not less as a measure of necessity than as a matter of right; and by a kind of sacred instinct 
conformed itself from the very beginning in countless particulars to its divinely-appointed model. 
The same general Order of Service went on unbroken,—conducted by a Priesthood whose spiritual 
succession was at least as jealously guarded as had been the natural descent from Aaron in the 
Church of the Circumcision 328 . It was found that “the Sacraments of the Jews are [but] types of 
ours 329 .” Still were David’s Psalms antiphonally recited, and the voices of “Moses and the Prophets” 
were heard in the sacred assemblies of God&#8217;s people “every Sabbath day.” Canticle succeeded 
to Canticle; while many a Versicle simply held its ground. The congenial utterances of the chosen 
race passed readily into the service of the family of the redeemed. Unconsciously perhaps, the very 
method of the one became adopted by the other: as, for example, the method of beginning a festival 
from the “Eve” of the preceding Day. The Synagogue-worship became transfigured; but it did not 
part with one of its characteristic features. Above all, the same three great Festivals were still 
retained which declare “the rock whence we are hewn and the hole of the pit whence we are digged:” 
only was it made a question, a controversy rather, whether Easter should or should not be celebrated 
with the Jews 330 . 

But it is the faithful handing on to the Christian community of the Lectionary practice of the 
Synagogue to which the reader’s attention is now exclusively invited. That the Christian Church 
inherited from the Jewish the practice of reading a first and a second Lesson in its public assemblies, 
is demonstrable. What the Synagogue practice was in the time of the Apostles is known from Acts 
xiii. 15, 27. Justin Martyr, (A.D. 150) describes the Christian practice in his time as precisely 
“IX similar 331 : only that for “the Law,” there is found to have been at once substituted “the Gospel.” He 
193 I speaks of the writings of “the Apostles ” and of “the Prophets.” Chrysostom has the same expression 

(for the two Lessons) in one of his Homilies 332 . Cassian (A.D. 400) says that in Egypt, after the 
Twelve Prayers at Vespers and at Matins, two Lessons were read, one out of the Old Testament 


328 

Tat; twv iepwv djtoaroAwv StaSoxat;,—are the first words of the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius. 

329 

See the heading of 1 Cor. x. in our Authorised Version. 

330 

See Bingham’s Origines, Book xx. ch. v. §§ 2, 3, 4. 

331 

Trj tou f|Atou A£yop£vr| f|(t£pa, ttdvrwv Kara ttoAat; rj aypout; pevovrwv £tri to auto auvEAaxnt; yivErat, Kat ra 
dmopvrmovEupara x wv dmoaroAwv rj ra auYYptW 01 ™ rwv ttpo<pr|Ttov avaYivtoaKErat, p£XPK £YXu>p£t. Then came the 
Sermon,—then, all stood and prayed,—then followed Holy Communion.— Apol. i. c. 67, (ed. Otto, i. 158.) 

332 

6 parr|v £vraO0a £ta£A0d>v, £ttt£, x £<; Ttpo<pnrr|<;, ttoToi; attoaroAoi; rjpTv arjp£pov 5t£A£X0r|, Kat tt£pt rtvwv;—( Opp. ix. p. 
697 E. Field’s text.) 


167 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


and the other out of the New. But on Saturdays and Sundays, and the fifty days of Pentecost, both 
Lessons were from the New Testament,—one from the Epistles or the Acts of the Apostles; the 
other, from the Gospels 333 . Our own actual practice seems to bear a striking resemblance to that of 
the Christian Church at the earliest period: for we hear of (1) “Moses and the Prophets,” (which 
will have been the carrying on of the old synagogue-method, represented by our first and second 
Lesson,)—(2) a lesson out of the “Epistles or Acts,” together with a lesson out of the “Gospels 334 .” 
It is, in fact, universally received that the Eastern Church has, from a period of even Apostolic 
antiquity, enjoyed a Lectionary,—or established system of Scripture lessons,—of her own. In its 
conception, this Lectionary is discovered to have been fashioned (as was natural) upon the model 
of the Lectionary of God&#8217;s ancient people, the Jews: for it commences, as theirs did, in the 
autumn, (in September 335 ); and prescribes two immovable “Lections” for every Saturday (as well 
— IN as for every Sunday) in the year: differing chiefly in this,—that the prominent place which had 

194 | been hitherto assigned to “the Law and the Prophets 336 ,” was henceforth enjoyed by the Gospels 

and the Apostolic writings. “Saturday-Sunday” lections—(ca(3(3aroKupiaKcd, for so these Lections 
were called,)—retain their place in the “Synaxarium” of the East to the present hour. It seems also 
a singular note of antiquity that the Sabbath and the Sunday succeeding it do as it were cohere, and 
bear one appellation; so that the week takes its name —not from the Sunday with which it 
commences 337 , but—from the Sabbath-and-Sunday with which it concludes. To mention only one 
out of a hundred minute traits of identity which the public Service of the sanctuary retained:—Easter 
Eve, which from the earliest period to this day has been called “peya oa(3(3atov 338 ,” is discovered 


333 

Cassian writes,—“Venerabilis Patrum senatus .... decrevit hunc numerum [sc. duodecim Orationum] tam in Vespertinis 
quarn in Nocturnis conventiculis custodiri; quibus lectiones geminas adjungentes, id est, unam Veteris et aliam Novi Testamenti 
.... In die vero Sabbati vel Dominico utrasque de Novo recitant Testamento; id est, unam de Apostolo vel Actibus Apostolorum, 
et aliam de Evangeliis. Quod etiam totis Quinquagesimae diebus faciunt hi, quibus lectio curae est, seu memoria 
Scripturarum.”— Instit. lib. ii. c. 6. (ed. 1733, p. 18.) 

334 

Constitutiones Apostolicae, lib. ii. c. 57, 69: v. 19: viii. 5. 

335 

See Scrivener’s Introduction, p.74, and the reff. in note (k) overleaf. 

336 

English readers may be referred to Horne's Introduction, &c. (ed. 1856.) vol. iii. p. 281-2. The learned reader is perhaps 
aware of the importance of the preface to Van der Hooght’s Hebrew Bible, (ed. 1705) § 35: in connexion with which, see vol. 
ii. p. 352 b. 

337 

Thus, the Kuptatcrj rfj<; rupocpayou is “Quinquagesima Sunday;” but the week of “the cheese-eater” is the week previous. 

338 

See Suicer’s Thesaurus, vol. ii. 920. 
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to have borne the self-same appellation in the Church of the Circumcision 339 .—If I do not enter 
more minutely into the structure of the Oriental Lectionary,—(some will perhaps think I have said 
too much, but the interest of the subject ought to be a sufficient apology,)—it is because further 
details would be irrelevant to my present purpose; which is only to call attention to the three 
following facts: 

(I.) That the practice in the Christian Church of reading publicly before the congregation certain 
fixed portions of Holy Writ, according to an established and generally received rule, must have 
existed from a period long anterior to the date of any known Greek copy of the New Testament 
Scriptures. 

(II.) That although there happens to be extant neither “Synaxarium,” (i.e. Table of Proper 
Lessons of the Greek Church), nor “Evangelistarium,” (i.e. Book containing the Ecclesiastical 
— IN Lections in extenso), of higher antiquity than the viii th century,—yet that the scheme itself, as 

195 I exhibited by those monuments,—certainly in every essential particular,—is older than any known 

Greek MS. which contains it, by at least four, in fact by full five hundred years. 

(III.) Lastly,—That in the said Lectionaries of the Greek and of the Syrian Churches, the twelve 
concluding verses of S. Mark which are the subject of discussion throughout the present pages are 
observed invariably to occupy the same singularly conspicuous, as well as most honourable place. 

I. The first of the foregoing propositions is an established fact. It is at least quite certain that in 
the iv th century (if not long before) there existed a known Lectionary system, alike in the Church 
of the East and of the West. Cyril of Jerusalem (A.D. 348,) having to speak about our Lord&#8217;s 
Ascension, remarks that by a providential coincidence, on the previous day, which was Sunday, 
the event had formed the subject of the appointed lessons 340 ; and that he had availed himself of the 


339 

“Apud Rabbinos, Vnan rntf Sabbathum Magnum. Sic vocatur Sabbathum proximum ante Pascha.”—Buxtorf, Lexicon 
Talmud, p. 2323. 

340 

Kai f| pev avcoAouSta rrjq 5t5aaKaAta<; [cf. Cyril, p. 4 , lines 16 - 7 ] rrj<; Ttiarecoq itpoerpeitev etiteTv teat ra itepi rrjq AvaAtjtJieyq- 
aAA’ f| rou 0eou xapu; (pKOVopriae itAripearard ae aKouaat, Kara rrjv pperepav aaSevaav, rfj x@£<; np£pa Kara rrjv KuptaKrjv- 
Kar’ otKovoptav rrj<; 0eta<; xaptroi;, ev rfj Euva(et rrjt; rwv dvayvyaparyv aKoAou0ta<; ra itepi rrj<; eiq oupavoix; avoSou rou 
Eyrfjpot; ppyv iteptexouar|<;- eAeyero 5e ra Aeyopeva, paAtara pev 5ia itavrat;, Kai 5ta to twv maryv opou itAfj0o<;- e(atpery<; 
5e5ta ae- (riTeTrat 5e el itpoaeaxei; rolt; Aeyopevou;. OiSai; yap on f| aKoXou0ta r8fj<; niareyt; StSaoKat ae ittareuetv eic; T'ON 
’ANAZTANXA T'Ht TP'ITHi HM'EPA- KA'I ANEAO'ONTA E’lX TO'YT O'YPANO'YE, KA'I KA03ZANTA ’EK AE0PQN TO'Y 
IIATP'OE—paAtara pa/ ouv pvppoveuetv ae vopi(y rrjq e(r|yrjaey<;. itAf|v ev itapaSpopfj Kai vuv uitopipvfjaKy ae rtbv eipppa/yv. 
(Cyril. Hier. Cat. xiv. c. 24. Opp. p.217 C, D.)—Of that Sermon of his, Cyril again and again reminds his auditory. Mepvpao 
5e Kat ryv etpnpevyv pot itoAXarat; itepi rou, ex 5e(tyv tou Ifarpot; Ka0e(ea0at tov Yiov.— Ibid. D. 
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occasion to discourse largely on the subject.—Chrysostom, preaching at Antioch, makes it plain 
that, in the latter part of the iv th century, the order of the lessons which were publicly read in the 
IN Church on Saturdays and Sundays 341 was familiarly known to the congregation: for he invites them 
joe | to sit down, and study attentively beforehand, at home, the Sections (TtepiKOTtaq) of the Gospel 
which they were about to hear in Church 342 .—Augustine is express in recording that in his time 
proper lessons were appointed for Festival days 343 ; and that an innovation which he had attempted 
on Good Friday had given general offence 344 .—Now by these few notices, to look no further, it is 
rendered certain that a Lectionary system of some sort must have been in existence at a period long 
anterior to the date of any copy of the New Testament Scriptures extant. I shall shew by-and-by 

that the fact is established by the Codices (B, A, C, D) themselves. 


But we may go back further yet; for not only Eusebius, but Origen and Clemens Alexandrinus, 
by their habitual use of the technical term for an Ecclesiastical Lection (TtepiKOTtp, avayvooou;, 
dvdyvoaapa,) remind us that the Lectionary practice of the East was already established in their 
days 345 . 

II. The Oriental Lectionary consists of “Synaxarion” and “Eclogadion,” (or Tables of Proper 
Lessons from the Gospels and Apostolic writings daily throughout the year;) together with 
IN “Menologion,” (or Calendar of immovable Festivals and Saints’ Days.) That we are thoroughly 
197 | acquainted with all of these, as exhibited in Codices of the viii th , ix th and x th centuries,—is a familiar 


From this it becomes plain why Cyril nowhere quotes S. Mark xvi. 19,—or S. Luke xxiv. 51 ,—or Acts i. 9. He must needs 
have enlarged upon those three inevitable places of Scripture, the day before. 

341 

See above, p. 193 and p. 194. 

342 

"Qoxe 5e eupaSecrrepov yeveaSat rev Aoyov, SeopeSa teat TtapaKaA9o80pev, ott£p teat etti rwv aAAwv ypatp wv TtejtotfjKapev, 
ttpoAap(3dveiv, rf[v tteptKOTtf|v rrjp YP«prK yieAAwpev e^nvelaSat.—In Matth. Horn. i. (Opp. vii. 13 B.) —Kara piav 
aa(3|3dru>v, fj Kai Kara aa(3(3arov, rf|v peAAouaav ev uptv dvaYvwa©fjaea0ai rwv evayyeXiorv TteptKOttfiv, raurr|v tt9po rourwv 
rwv qpepwv pera X£tpa<; Aap(3avwv eKaarop oncoi Ka0rjpevo<; dvaYtvwaKerw.”—In Joann. Horn, ix, (Opp. viii. 62 B.) 

343 

It caused him (he says) to interrupt his teaching. "Sed quia nunc interposita est sollemnitas sanctorum dierum, quibus certas 
ex Evangelio lectiones oportet in Ecclesia recitari, quae ita sunt annuae ut aliae esse non possint; ordo ille quem susceperamus 
necessitate paullulum intermissus est, non amissus.”— (Opp. vol. iii. P. ii. p. 825, Prol.) 

344 

The place will be found quoted below, p. 202, note (o). 

345 

See Suicer, (1.247 and 9: ii. 673). He is much more full and satisfactory than Scholz, whose remarks, nevertheless, deserve 
attention, (Nov. Test. vol. i. Prolegg. p. xxxi.) See also above, p. 45, notes (r) and (s). 
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fact; in illustration of which it is enough to refer the reader to the works cited at the foot of the 
page 346 . But it is no less certain that the scheme of Proper Lessons itself is of much higher antiquity. 



1. The proof of this, if it could only be established by an induction of particular instances, would 
not only be very tedious, but also very difficult indeed. It will be perceived, on reflection, that even 
when the occasion of a Homily (suppose) is actually recorded, the Scripture references which it 
contains, apart from the Author’s statement that what he quotes had formed part of that day’s 
Service, creates scarcely so much as a presumption of the fact: while the correspondence, however 
striking, between such references to Scripture and the Lectionary as we have it, is of course no 
proof whatever that we are so far in possession of the Lectionary of the Patristic age. Nay, on 
famous Festivals, the employment of certain passages of Scripture is, in a manner, inevitable 347 , 
and may on no account be pressed. 


At the beginning of every volume of the first ed. of his Nov. Test. (Riga, 1788) Matthaei has laboriously edited the “Lectiones 
Ecclesiasticae” of the Greek Church. See also his Appendices,—viz. vol. ii. pp. 272-318 and 322-363. His 2nd ed. (Wittenberg, 
1803,) is distinguished by the valuable peculiarity of indicating the Ecclesiastical sections throughout, in the manner of an ancient 
MS.; and that, with extraordinary fulness and accuracy. His Euva^apta (i. 723-68 and iii. 1-24) though not intelligible perhaps 
to ordinary readers, are very important. He derived them from MSS. which he designates “B” and “H,” but which are our “Evstt. 
47 and 50,"’—uncial Evangelistaria of the viii th century (See Scrivener’s lntrod. p. 214.) 

Scholz, at the end of vol. i. of his N. T. p. 453-93, gives in full the “Synaxarium” and “Menologium” of Codd. K and M, 
(viii th or ix th century.) See also his vol. pp. 456-69. Unfortunately, (as Scrivener recognises, p. 110,) all here is carelessly done,—as 
usual with this Editor; and therefore to a great extent useless. His slovenliness is extraordinary. The “Gospels of the Passion” 
(twv aytwv raxOtov), he entitles twv aytwv ttavTWv of (p. 472); and so throughout. 

Mr. Scrivener ( Introduction , pp. 68-75,) has given by far the most intelligible account of this matter, by exhibiting in English 
the Lectionary of the Eastern Church, (“gathered chiefly from Evangelist. Arund. 547, Parham 18, Harl. 5598, Burney 22, and 
Christ’s Coll. Camb.”); and supplying the references to Scripture in the ordinary way. See, by all means, his Introduction , pp. 
62-65: also, pp. 211-225. 

x Consider the following:—’Ev rfj f|pepa rou araupou ra Ttepi rou araupou ttavra dvaytvwaKopev. ev tw aa(3(3artp tw 
peyaAw ttaAtv, on Jtap55o0r| ppwv 6 Kupooe;, on earaupto09r|, on dme0ave to Kara adpKa, on ETdtprp rivoe; ouv evekev teat rat; 
Ttpa^eu; twv dttoaT8dAwv ou pera rf|v T£VTT|KOOTf|v dvaytvwaKopev, eke Kai Eyevovro, Kai apxnv e'Aa(3ov;—Chrys. Opp. iii. 
88 . 


Again:—ei yap tote ep^avro ttotelv ra appela oi attooToAot, rjyouv pera tt)v Kuptou evdcrraaiv, tote rjSet Kai to (3t(3Atov 
dvayivwaKea0ai t9outo. wattep yap Ta ttepi tou araupou ev Tfj f|pepa araupou dvaytvwaKopev, Kai Ta ev tw dvaaT8aaet Spoiwe;, 
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2. Thus, when Chrysostom 348 and when Epiphanius 349 , preaching on Ascension Day, refer to 
Acts i. 10, 11,—we do not feel ourselves warranted to press the coincidence of such a quotation 
with the Liturgical section of the day.—So, again, when Chrysostom preaches on Christmas Day, 
and quotes from S. Matthew ii. 1, 2 350 ; or on Whitsunday, and quotes from S. John vii. 38 and Acts 
ii. 3 and 13;—though both places form part of the Liturgical sections for the day, no proof results 
therefrom that either chapter was actually used. 



3. But we are not reduced to this method. It is discovered that nearly three-fourths of 
Chrysostom’s Homilies on S. Matthew either begin at the first verse of a known Ecclesiastical 
Lection ; or else at the first ensuing verse after the close of one. Thirteen of those Homilies in 
succession (the 63rd to the 75 th inclusive) begin with the first words of as many known Lections. 
“Let us attend to this delightful section (Ti£piKOTir|) which we never cease turning to,”—are the 
opening words of Chrysostom’s 79th Homily, of which “the text” is S. Matth. xxv. 31, i.e. the 
beginning of the Gospel for Sexagesima Sunday.—Cyril Of Alexandria’s (so called) “Commentary 
on S. Luke” is nothing else but a series of short Sermons, for the most part delivered on known 
Ecclesiastical Lections', which does not seem to have been as yet observed.—Augustine (A.D. 416) 
says expressly that he had handled S. John’s Gospel in precisely the same way 351 .—All this is 
significant in a high degree. 

4.1 proceed, however, to adduce a few distinct proofs that the existing Lectionary of the great 
Eastern Church,—as it is exhibited by Matthaei, by Scholz, and by Scrivener from MSS. of the 
viii th century,—and which is contained in Syriac MSS. of the vi th and vii th —must needs be in the 
main a work of extraordinary antiquity. And if I do not begin by insisting that at least one century 
more may be claimed for it by a mere appeal to the Hierosolymitan Version, it is only because I 
will never knowingly admit what may prove to be untrustworthy materials 352 into my foundations. 


Kori r& ev £Kaa9rn eoprw yeyovoxa rw aurtp itaAiv avaYivtoaicopev, ourux; 15a xai ra Satoparara dmoaroAiKa ev ale; ljpepau; 
rwv aJtoaroAiKwv aripeitov dYaYivuxjKeaOou. Ibid. p. 89 D. 

348 

Opp. ii. 454 B, D. 

349 

Opp. ii. 290 B. 

350 

Opp. ii. 357 E. 

351 

“Meminit sanctitas vestra Evangelium secundum Joannem ex ordine lectionum nos solere tractare.” (Opp. iii. P. ii. 825 
Prol) 

352 

See Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 246. 
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(a) “Every one is aware,” (says Chrysostom in a sermon on our Saviour&#8217;s Baptism, 
preached at Antioch, A.D. 387,) “that this is called the Festival of the Epiphany. Two manifestations 
are thereby intended: concerning both of which you have heard this day S. Paul discourse in his 
Epistle to Titus 353 .” Then follows a quotation from eh. ii. 11 to 13,—which proves to be the beginning 
of the lection for the day in the Greek Menology. In the time of Chrysostom, therefore, Titus ii. 
11,12,13 formed part of one of the Epiphany lessons,—as it does to this hour in the Eastern Church. 
What is scarcely less interesting, it is also found to have been part of the Epistle for the Epiphany 
in the old Gallican Liturgy 354 , the affinities of which with the East are well known. 

(. b ) Epiphanius (speaking of the Feasts of the Church) says, that at the Nativity, a Star shewed 
that the Word had become incarnate: at the “Theophania” ( our “Epiphany”) John cried, “Behold 
the Lamb of God,” &c., and a Voice from Heaven proclaimed Him at His Baptism. Accordingly, 
S. Matth. ii. 1-12 is found to be the ancient lection for Christmas Day: S. Mark i. 9-11 and S. Matth. 
iii. 13-17 the lections for Epiphany. On the morrow, was read S. John i. 29-34. 

(c) In another of his Homilies, Chrysostom explains with considerable emphasis the reason 
why the Book of the Acts was read publicly in Church during the interval between Easter and 
Pentecost; remarking, that it had been the liturgical arrangement of a yet earlier age 355 .—After such 
an announcement, it becomes a very striking circumstance that Augustine also (A.D. 412) should 
2 oo | be found to bear witness to the prevalence of the same liturgical arrangement in the African Church 356 . 
In the old Galilean Lectionary, as might have been expected, the same rule is recognisable. It ought 
to be needless to add that the same arrangement is observed universally to prevail in the Lectionaries 
both of the East and of the West to the present hour; although the fact must have been lost sight of 
by the individuals who recently, under pretence of “ making some advantageous alterations ” in our 
Lectionary, have constructed an entirely new one,—vicious in principle and liable to the gravest 
objections throughout,—whereby this link also which bound the Church of England to the practice 
of Primitive Christendom, has been unhappily broken; this note of Catholicity also has been 
effaced 357 . 


353 

Chrysostom Opp. ii. 369 B, C.—Compare Scrivener, ubi supra, p. 75. 

354 

Eel. Mabillon, p. 116. 

355 

Opp. vol. iii. p. 85 B: 88 A:— tlvot; evercev oi Jtarepei; f|pwv ev tw ravrriKoarfi to |3i(3Aiov twv Ttpa^ewv dvaYWwavceaSoa 
evopo0£Tr|aav.—rivot; evexev to (3t(3Atov twv ttpd^ewv twv dtTtoaToAwv ev tw tcatpw Trjq TtevTr|KoaTfj<; avayivtoaKeTat. 

356 

“Anniversaria sollemnitate post passionem Domini nostis ilium librum recitari.” Opp. iii. (P. ii.) p. 337 G. 

357 

I desire to leave in this place the permanent record of my deliberate conviction that the Lectionary which, last year, was 
hurried with such indecent haste through Convocation,—passed in a half-empty House by the casting vote of the Prolocutor,—and 
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(d) The purely arbitrary arrangement, (as Mr. Scrivener phrases it), by which the Book of 
Genesis, instead of the Gospel, is appointed to be read 358 on the week days of Lent, is discovered 
to have been fully recognised in the time of Chrysostom. Accordingly, the two series of Homilies 
on the Book of Genesis which that Father preached, he preached in Lent 359 . 


(e) It will be seen in the next chapter that it was from a very remote period the practice of the 
Eastern Church to introduce into the lesson for Thursday in Holy-week, S. Luke’s account (ch. 
xxii. 43, 44) of our Lord&#8217;s “Agony and bloody Sweat,” immediately after S. Matth. xxvi. 
39. That is, no doubt, the reason why Chrysostom,—who has been suspected, (I think unreasonably,) 
of employing an Evangelistarium instead of a copy of the Gospels in the preparation of his Homilies, 


rudely pressed upon the Church’s acceptance by the Legislature in the course of its present session,—is the gravest calamity 
which has befallen the Church of England for a long time past. 

Let the history of this Lectionary be remembered. 

Appointed (in 1867) for an entirely different purpose, (viz. the Ornaments and Vestments question,) 29 Commissioners (14 
Clerical and 15 Lay) found themselves further instructed "to suggest and report whether any and what alterations and amendments 
may be advantageously made in the selection of Lessons to be read at the time of Divine Service.” 

Thereupon, these individuals,—(the Liturgical attainments of nine-tenths of whom it would be unbecoming in such an one 
as myself to characterise truthfully,)—at once imposed upon themselves the duty of inventing an entirely new Lectionary for 
the Church of England. 

So to mutilate the Word of God that it shall henceforth be quite impossible to understand a single Bible story, or discover 
the sequence of a single connected portion of narrative,—seems to have been the guiding principle of their deliberations. With 
reckless eclecticism,—entire forgetfulness of the requirements of the poor brother,—strange disregard for Catholic Tradition 
and the claims of immemorial antiquity;—these Commissioners, (evidently unconscious of their own unfitness for their 
self-imposed task,) have given us a Lectionary which will recommend itself to none but the lovers of novelty,—the Impatient,—and 
the enemies of Divine Tiuth. 

That the blame, the guilt lies at the door of our Bishops, is certain; but the Church has no one but herself to thank for the 
injury which has been thus deliberately inflicted upon her. She has suffered herself to be robbed of her ancient birthright without 
resistance; without remonstrance; without (in her corporate capacity) so much as a word of audible dissatisfaction. Can it be 
right in this way to defraud those who are to come after us of their lawful inheritance? ... I am amazed and grieved beyond 
measure at what is taking place. At least, (as on other occasions,) liberavi animam meam. 

A trace of this remains in the old Gallican Liturgy,—pp. 137-8. 

Bingham, XIV. iii. 3. 
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is observed to quote those same two verses in that very place in his Homily on S. Matthew 360 ; which 
shews that the Lectionary system of the Eastern Church in this respect is at least as old as the iv th 
century. 

(f) The same two verses used to be left out on the Tuesday after Sexagesima (rfj y rrjq rupocpayou) 
for which day S. Luke xxii. 39—xxiii. 1, is the appointed lection. And this explains why Cyril 
(A.D. 425) in his Homilies on S. Luke, passes them by in silence 361 . 



But we can carry back the witness to the Lectionary practice of omitting these verses, at least 
a hundred years; for Cod. B, (evidently for that same reason,) also omits them, as was stated above, 

rd 

in p. 79. They are wanting also in the Thebaic version, which is of the iii century. 

(g) It will be found suggested in the next chapter (page 218) that the piercing of our 


Lord&#8217;s side, (S. John xix. 34),—thrust into Codd. B and K immediately after S. Matth. 

xxvii. 49,—is probably indebted for its place in those two MSS. to the Eastern Lectionary practice. 
If this suggestion be well founded, a fresh proof is obtained that the Lectionary of the East was 
fully established in the beginning of the iv th century. But see Appendix (H). 


(h) It is a remarkable note of the antiquity of that Oriental Lectionary system with which we 
are acquainted, that S. Matthew’s account of the Passion (eh. xxvii. 1-61,) should be there appointed 
to be read alone on the evening of Good Lriday. Chrysostom clearly alludes to this practice 362 ; 
which Augustine expressly states was also the practice in his own day 363 . Traces of the same method 
are discoverable in the old Galilean Lectionary 364 . 


(;) Epiphanius, (or the namesake of his who was the author of a well-known Homily on Palm 
Sunday,) remarks that “yesterday” had been read the history of the rising of Lazarus 365 . Now S. 
John xi. 1-45 is the lection for the antecedent Sabbath, in all the Lectionaries. 


360 

Opp. vol. vii. p. 791 B. 

361 

See Dean Payne Smith's Translation, p. 863. 

362 

Kata triv peyaAriv rou ndaxa eaitepav raura ravra dvaYtvtoaKerat. —Chrys. Opp. vii. 818 C. 

363 

“Passio autem, quia uno die legitur, non solet legi nisi secundum Matthaeum. Voiuerum aliquando ut per singulos annos 
secundum omnes Evangelistas etiam Passio legeretur. Factum est. Non nudierunt homines quod consueverant, et perturbati 
sunt.”— Opp. vol. v. p. 980 E. 

364 

Ed. Mabillon, pp. 130-5. 

365 

Epiph. Opp. ii. 152-3. 
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(k) In conclusion, I may be allowed so far to anticipate what will be found fully established in 
the next chapter, as to point out here that since in countless places the text of our oldest Evangelia 
as well as the readings of the primitive Fathers exhibit unmistakable traces of the corrupting influence 
of the Lectionary practice, that very fact becomes irrefragable evidence of the antiquity of the 



Lectionary which is the occasion of it. Not only must it be more ancient than Cod. B or Cod. 
(which are referred to the beginning of the iv th century), but it must be older than Origen in the iii rd 
century, or the Vetus Itala and the Syriac in the iind. And thus it is demonstrated, (1st) That fixed 
Lessons were read in the Churches of the East in the immediately post-Apostolic age; and (2ndly) 
That, wherever we are able to test it, the Lectionary of that remote period corresponded with the 
Lectionary which has come down to us in documents of the vi th and vii th century, and was in fact 
constructed in precisely the same way. 


I am content in fact to dismiss the preceding instances with this general remark:—that a System 
which is found to have been fully recognised throughout the East and throughout the West in the 
beginning of the fourth century, must of necessity have been established very long before. It is as 
when we read of three British Bishops attending the Council at Arles, A.D. 314. The Church (we 
say) which could send out those three Bishops must have been fully organized at a greatly antecedent 
period. 


4. Let us attend, however, to the great Festivals of the Church. These are declared by Chrysostom 
(in a Homily delivered at Antioch 20 Dec. A.D. 386) to be the five following:—(1) Nativity: (2) 
the Theophania: (3) Pascha: (4) Ascension: (6) Pentecost 366 . Epiphanius, his contemporary, (Bishop 
of Constantia in the island of Cyprus,) makes the same enumeration 367 , in a Homily on the 
Ascension 368 . In the Apostolical Constitutions, the same five Festivals are enumerated 369 . Let me 
state a few Liturgical facts in connexion with each of these. 


366 

Chrys. Opp. i. 497 C. 

367 

Epiph. Opp. ii. 285-6. 

368 

The learned reader will be delighted and instructed too by the perusal of both passages. Chrysostom declares that 
Christmas-Day is the greatest of Festivals; since all the others are but consequences of the Incarnation. 

Epiphanius remarks with truth that Ascension-Day is the crowning solemnity of all: being to the others what a beautiful 
head is to the human body. 

369 

Constt. Apostl. lib. viii. c. 33. After the week of the Passion and the week of (1) the Resurrection,—(2) Ascension-Day is 
mentioned; (3) Pentecost;—(4) Nativity;—(5) Epiphany. [Note this clear indication that this viii* Book of the Constitutions was 
written or interpolated at a subsequent date to that commonly assigned to the work.] 
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It is plain that the preceding enumeration could not have been made at any earlier period: for 
the Epiphany of our Saviour and His Nativity were originally but one Festival 370 . Moreover, the 
circumstances are well known under which Chrysostom (A. D. 386) announced to his Eastern 
auditory that in conformity with what had been correctly ascertained at Rome, the ancient Festival 
was henceforth to be disintegrated 371 . But this is not material to the present inquiry. We know that, 
as a matter of fact, “the Epiphanies” (for toe eiucpavia is the name of the Festival) became in 
consequence distributed over Dec. 25 and Jan. 5: our Lord&#8217;s Baptism being the event 
chiefly commemorated on the latter anniversary 372 ,—which used to be chiefly observed in honour 
of His Birth 313 .—Concerning the Lessons for Passion-tide and Easter, as well as concerning those 
for the Nativity and Epiphany, something has been offered already; to which may be added that 
Hesychius, in the opening sentences of that “Homily” which has already engaged so much of our 
attention 374 , testifies that the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel was in his days, as it has been ever 
since, one of the lections for Easter. He begins by saying that the Evangelical narratives of the 
Resurrection were read on the Sunday night; and proceeds to reconcile S. Mark’s with the 
rest.—Chrysostom once and again adverts to the practice of discontinuing the reading of the Acts 
after Pentecost 375 ,—which is observed to be also the method of the Lectionaries. 



III. I speak separately of the Festival of the Ascension, for an obvious reason. It ranked, as we 
have seen, in the estimation of Primitive Christendom, with the greatest Festivals of the Church. 
Augustine, in a well-known passage, hints that it may have been of Apostolical origin 376 ; so 
exceedingly remote was its institution accounted in the days of the great African Father, as well as 
so entirely forgotten by that time was its first beginning. I have to chew that in the Great Oriental 
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Bingham's Origines, B. xx. c. iv. § 2. 

371 

Chrys. Opp. ii. 355. (See the Monitum, p. 352.) 

372 

Chrys. Opp. ii. 369 D. 

373 

Epiphanius, Adv. Haer. LI, c. xvi. Opp. i. 439 A.) 

374 

See above, pp. 58-9 and 67. 

375 

Opp. iii. 102 B. See Bingham on this entire subject,—B. xiv, c. iii. 

376 

“Ilia quae non scripta, sed tradita custodimus, quae quidem toto terrarum orbe observantur, datur intelligi vel ab ipsis 
Apostolis, vel plenariis Conciliis quorum in Ecclesia saluberrima authoritas, commendata atque statuta retineri. Sicut quod 
Domini Passio, et Resurrectio, et Ascensio in coelis, ut Adventus de coelo Spiritus Sancti anniversaria sollemnitate 
celebrantur.”— Ep. ad Januarium, (Opp. ii. 124 B, C). 
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Lectionary (whether of the Greek or of the Syrian Church) the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s 
Gospel occupy a conspicuous as well as a most honourable place. And this is easily done: for, 

(a) The Lesson for Matins on Ascension-Day in the East, in the oldest documents to which we 
have access, consisted (as now it does) of the last Twelve Verses, —neither more nor less,—of S. 
Mark’s Gospel. At the Liturgy on Ascension was read S. Luke xxiv. 36-53: but at Matins, S. Mark 
xvi. 9-20. The witness of the “Synaxaria” is constant to this effect. 

(i b ) The same lection precisely was adopted among the Syrians by the Melchite Churches 377 ,—(the 
party, viz. which maintained the decrees of the Council of Chalcedon): and it is found appointed 
also in the “Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum 378 .” In the Evangelistarium used in the Jacobite, (i.e. 
the Monophysite) Churches of Syria, a striking difference of arrangement is discoverable. While 
S. Luke xxiv. 36-53 was read at Vespers and at Matins on Ascension Day, the last seven verses of 
S. Mark’s Gospel (ch. xvi. 14-20) were read at the Liturgy 319 . Strange, that the self-same Gospel 
should have been adopted at a remote age by some of the Churches of the West 380 , and should 
survive in our own Book of Common Prayer to this hour! 

(c) But S. Mark xvi. 9-20 was not only appointed by the Greek Church to be read upon Ascension 
Day. Those same twelve verses constitute the third of the xi “ Matin Gospels of the Resurrection ,” 
which were universally held in high esteem by the Eastern Churches (Greek and Syrian 381 ), and 

IL. were read successively on Sundays at Matins throughout the year; as well as daily throughout Easter 
206 I week. 

(d) A rubricated copy of S. Mark’s Gospel in Syriac 382 , certainly older than A.D. 683, attests 
that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 was the “Lection for the great First Day of the week,” (p£y ( ^ r l Kupiavo), i.e. 


377 

“Lect. fer. quint., quae etiam Festum Adscensionis Dn in caelos, ad mat. eadem ac lect. tert. Resurrect.; in Euchar. lect. 
sext. Resurrect.”—But “Lect. y Resurrectionis” is “Marc. xvi. 9-20:” “Lect. <;,” "Luc. xxiv. 36-53.”—See Dean Payne Smith’s 
Catalogus Codd. Syrr. (1864) pp.116, 127. 

378 

See above, p. 34, note (e). 

379 

R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 148. 

380 

Hieronymi Comes, (ed. Pamel. ii. 31.)—But it is not the Gallican. ( ed. Mabillon, p. 155.) ... It strikes me as just possible 
that a clue may be in this way supplied to the singular phenomenon noted above at p.l 18, line 22-8. 

381 

EuayyeAta dvaaraaipa ecuBiva. See Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 72, and R. P. Smith’s Catal. p. 127. See by all means, 
Suicer’s Thes. Eccl. i. 1229. 

382 

Dr. Wright’s Catal. p. 70, N°. CX. (Addit. 14,464:/o/. 61 b.) 


178 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


Easter Day). Other copies almost as ancient 383 add that it was used “at the end of the Service at the 
dawn.” 


(i e ) Further, these same “Twelve Verses” constituted the Lesson at Matins for the 2nd Sunday 
after Easter ,—a Sunday which by the Greeks is called Kupico<f| roov pupocpopoov, but with the 
Syrians bore the names of “Joseph and Nicodemus 384 .” So also in the “Evangeliarium 
Hierosolymitanum.” 

(/) Next, in the Monophysite Churches of Syria, S. Mark xvi. 9-18 (or 9-20 385 ) was also read at 
Matins on Easter-Tuesday™. In the Gallican Church, the third lection for Easter-Monday extended 
from S. Mark xv. 47 to xvi. 11: for Easter-Tuesday, from xvi. 12 to the end of the Gospel 387 . 
Augustine says that in Africa also these concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel used to be publicly 
read at Easter tide™. The same verses (beginning with ver. 9) are indicated in the oldest extant 
Lectionary of the Roman Church 389 . 



(g) Lastly, it may be stated that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 was with the Greeks the Gospel for the Festival 
of S. Mary Magdalene (f| pupocpopoq), July 22 390 . 

He knows wondrous little about this department of Sacred Science who can require to be 
informed that such a weight of public testimony as this to the last Twelve Verses of a Gospel is 
simply overwhelming. The single discovery that in the age of Augustine [385-430] this portion of 


383 

Ibid. N°. LXX (fol. 92 b ), and LXXII (fol. 87 b). 

384 

“Quae titulo Josephi et Nicodemi insignitur.” (R. Payne Smith's Catal. p. 116.)—In the “Synaxarium” of Matthaei (Nov. 
Test. 1803, i. p. 731) it is styled K. twv p. kou ’Itoarjcp tou Sncatou. 

385 

Adler’s N. T. Verss. Syrr. p. 71. 

386 

Dean Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 146. 

387 

Ed. Mabillon, pp. 144-5. 

388 

“Resurrectio Domini nostri I.C. ex more legitur his diebus [Paschalibus] ex omnibus libris sancti Evangelii.” (Opp. v. 977 
C)—“Quoniam hoc moris est. . . . Marci Evangelium est quod modo, cum legeretur, audivimus.” “Quid ergo audivimus Marcum 
dicentem?” And he subjoins a quotation from S. Mark xvi. 12.— Ibid. 997 F, 998 B. 

389 

Hieron. Comes (ed. Pamel. ii. 27.) 

390 

So Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 75.—Little stress, however, is to be laid on Saint’s Day lessons. In Matthaei’s “Menologium” 
(Nov. Test. 1803, i. p. 765), I find that S. Luke viii. 1-4, or else S. John xx. 11-18 was the appointed Lection. See his note ( 5 ) at 
p. 750. 
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S. Mark’s Gospel was unquestionably read at Easter in the Churches of Africa, added to the express 
testimony of the Author of the 2nd Homily on the Resurrection, and of the oldest Syriac MSS., that 
they were also read by the Orientals at Easter in the public services of the Church, must be held to 
be in a manner decisive of the question. 

Let the evidence, then, which is borne by Ecclesiastical usage to the genuineness of S. Mark 
xvi. 9-20, be summed up, and the entire case caused again to pass under review. 



(1.) That Lessons from the New Testament were publicly read in the assemblies of the faithful 
according to a definite scheme, and on an established system, at least as early as the fourth 
century,—has been shown to be a plain historical fact. Cyril, at Jerusalem,—(and by implication, 
his namesake at Alexandria,)—Chrysostom, at Antioch and at Constantinople,—Augustine, in 
Africa,—all four expressly witness to the circumstance. In other words, there is found to have been 
at least at that time fully established throughout the Churches of Christendom a Lectionary, which 
seems to have been essentially one and the same in the West 391 and in the East. That it must have 
been of even Apostolic antiquity may be inferred from several considerations. But that it dates its 
beginning from a period anterior to the age of Eusebius ,—which is the age of Codices B and 

X.—at least admits of no controversy. 

(2.) Next,—Documents of the vi th century put us in possession of the great Oriental Lectionary 
as it is found at that time to have universally prevailed throughout the vast unchanging East. In 
other words, several of the actual Service Books, in Greek and in Syriac 392 , have survived the 
accidents of full a thousand years: and rubricated copies of the Gospels carry us back three centuries 
further. The entire agreement which is observed to prevail among these several documents,—added 
to the fact that when tested by the allusions incidentally made by Greek Fathers of the iv th century 
to what was the Ecclesiastical practice of their own time, there are found to emerge countless as 


391 

Note, (in addition to all that has gone before,) that the Festivals are actually designated by their Greek names in the earliest 
Latin Service Books: not only “Theophania,” “Epiphania,” “Pascha,” “Pentecostes,” (the second, third and fourth of which 
appellations survive in the Church of the West, in memoriam, to the present hour;) but “Hypapante,” which was the title bestowed 
by the Orientals in the time of Justinian, on Candlemas Day, (our Feast of the Purification, or Presentation of Christ in the 
Temple,) from the “Meeting” of Symeon on that occasion. Friday, or napaa9Keutj, was called “ Parasceve ” in the West. (Mab. 
Lit. Gall. p. 129.) So entire was the sympathy of the East with the West in such matters in very early times, that when Rome 
decided to celebrate the Nativity on the 25th December, Chrysostom (as we have been reminded) publicly announced the fact 
at Constantinople; and it was determined that in this matter East and West would walk by the same rule. 

392 

From Professor Wright’s Catalogue of Syriac MSS. in the British Museum (1870) it appears that the oldest Jacobite Lectionary 
is dated A.D. 824; the oldest Nestorian, A.D. 862; the oldest Malkite, A.D. 1023. The respective numbers of the MSS. are 14,485; 
14,492; and 14,488.—See his Catalogue, Part I. pp.146, 178, 194. 
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well as highly significant notes of correspondence,—warrants us in believing, (in the absence of 
testimony of any sort to the contrary,) that the Lectionary we speak of differs in no essential respect 
from that system of Lections with which the Church of the iv th century was universally acquainted. 



Nothing scarcely is more forcibly impressed upon us in the course of the present inquiry than 
the fact, that documents alone are wanting to make that altogether demonstrable which, in default 
of such evidence, must remain a matter of inevitable inference only. The forms we are pursuing at 
last disappear from our sight: but it is only the mist of the early morning which shrouds them. We 
still hear their voices: still track their footsteps: know that others still see them, although we ourselves 
see them no longer. We are sure that there they still are. Moreover they may yet reappear at any 
moment. Thus, there exist Syriac MSS. of the Gospels of the vii th and even of the vi th century, in 
which the Lessons are rubricated in the text or on the margin. A Syriac MS. (of part of the Old T.) 
is actually dated A.D. 464 393 . Should an Evangelium of similar date ever come to light of which 
the rubrication was evidently by the original Scribe, the evidence of the Lectionaries would at once 
be carried back full three hundred years. 


But in fact we stand in need of no such testimony. Acceptable as it would be, it is plain that it 
would add no strength to the argument whatever. We are already able to plant our footsteps securely 
in the iv th and even in the iii rd . century. It is not enough to insist that inasmuch as the Liturgical 
method of Christendom was at least fully established in the East and in the West at the close of the 
iv th century, it therefore must have had its beginning at a far remoter period. Our two oldest Codices 

(B and X) bear witness throughout to the corrupting influence of a system which was evidently in 

full operation before the time of Eusebius. And even this is not all. The readings in Origen, and of 
the earliest versions of the Gospel, (the old Latin, the Syriac, the Egyptian versions,) carry back 
our evidence on this subject unmistakably to the age immediately succeeding that of the .Apostles. 
This will be found established in the course of the ensuing Chapter. 


Beginning our survey of the problem at the opposite end, we arrive at the same result; with 
even a deepened conviction that in its essential structure, the Lectionary of the Eastern Church 
must be of truly primitive antiquity: indeed that many of its leading provisions must date back 
almost,—nay quite, —to the Apostolic age. From whichever side we approach this 
question,—whatever test we are able to apply to our premisses,—our conclusion remains still the 
very same. 


(3.) Into this Lectionary then,—so universal in its extent, so consistent in its witness, so Apostolic 
in its antiquity, — u the Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark ” from the very first 
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It is exhibited in the same glass case with the Cod. Alexandrinus (A.) 
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are found to have won for themselves not only an entrance, a lodgment, an established place; but, 
the place of highest honour ,—an audience on two of the Church’s chiefest Festivals. 

The circumstance is far too important, far too significant to be passed by without a few words 
of comment. 

For it is not here, (be it carefully observed,) as when we appeal to some Patristic citation, that 
"IX the recognition of a phrase, or a verse, or a couple of verses, must be accepted as a proof that the 

210 | same ancient Father recognised the context also in which those words are found. Not so. All the 

Twelve Verses in dispute are found in every known copy of the venerable Lectionary of the East. 
Those same Twelve Verses, —neither more nor less,— are observed to constitute one integral Lection. 

But even this is not all. The most important fact seems to be that to these Verses has been 
assigned a place of the highest possible distinction. It is found that, from the very first, S. Mark 
xvi. 9-20 has been everywhere, and by all branches of the Church Catholic, claimed for two of the 
Church’s greatest Festivals,—Easter and Ascension. A more weighty or a more significant 
circumstance can scarcely be imagined. To suppose that a portion of Scripture singled out for such 
extraordinary honour by the Church universal is a spurious addition to the Gospel, is purely irrational; 
is simply monstrous. No unauthorized “fragment,” however “remarkable,” could by possibility 
have so established itself in the regards of the East and of the West, from the very first. No suspected 
“addition, placed here in very early times,” would have been tolerated in the Church’s solemn 
public Service six or seven times a-year. No. It is impossible. Had it been one short clause which 
we were invited to surrender: a verse: two verses: even three or four:—the plea being that (as in 
the case of the celebrated pericopa cle aclulterd) the Lectionaries knew nothing of them:—the case 
would have been entirely different. But for any one to seek to persuade us that these Twelve Verses, 
which exactly constitute one of the Church’s most famous Lections, are every one of them 
spurious:—that the fatal taint begins with the first verse, and only ends with the last: —this is a 
demand on our simplicity which, in a less solemn subject, would only provoke a smile. We are 
constrained to testify astonishment and even some measure of concern. Have the Critics then, 
(supposing them to be familiar with the evidence which has now been set forth so much in 
detail;)—Have the Critics then, (we ask) utterly taken leave of their senses? or do they really suppose 
that we have taken leave of ours? 

It is time to close this discussion. It was declared at the outset that the witness of the Lectionaries 
to the genuineness of these Verses, though it has been generally overlooked, is the most important 
of any: admitting, as it does, of no evasion: being simply, as it is, decisive. I have now fully explained 
the grounds of that assertion. I have set the Verses, which I undertook to vindicate and establish, 
on a basis from which it will be found impossible any more to dislodge them. Whatever Griesbach, 
and Tischendorf, and Tregelles, and the rest, may think about the matter,—the Holy Eastern Church 
in her corporate capacity, has never been of their opinion. They may doubt. The ante-Nicene Fathers 
at least never doubted. If “the last Twelve Verses” of S. Mark were deservedly omitted from certain 
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Copies of his Gospel in the iv th century, utterly incredible is it that these same Twelve Verses 
should have been disseminated, by their authority, throughout Christendom;—read, by their 
command, in all the Churches;—selected, by their collective judgment, from the whole body of 
Scripture for the special honour of being listened to once and again at Easter time, as well as on 
Ascension-Day. 



CHAPTER XI. 

THE OMISSION OF THESE TWELVE VERSES IN CERTAIN ANCIENT COPIES OF 
THE GOSPELS, EXPLAINED AND ACCOUNTED FOR. 

The Text of our five oldest Uncials proved, by an induction of instances, to have steered depravation 
throughout by the operation of the ancient Lectionary system of the Church (p. 
217). —The omission of S. Mark’s “last Twelve Verses ,” (constituting an integral 
Ecclesiastical Lection ,) shewn to be probably only one more example of the same 
depraving influence (p. 224). 

This solution of the problem corroborated by the language of Eusebius and of Hesychius (p. 232); 
as well as favoured by the “ Western ’ order of the Gospels (p. 239). 

I AM much mistaken if the suggestion which I am about to offer has not already presented itself 
to every reader of ordinary intelligence who has taken the trouble to follow the course of my 
argument thus far with attention. It requires no acuteness whatever,—it is, as it seems to me, the 
merest instinct of mother-wit,—on reaching the present stage of the discussion, to debate with 
oneself somewhat as follows:— 

1. So then, the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel were anciently often observed to be 
missing from the copies. Eusebius expressly says so. I observe that he nowhere says that their 
genuineness was anciently suspected. As for himself, his elaborate discussion of their contents 
convinces me that individually, he regarded them with favour. The mere fact,—(it is best to keep 
to his actual statement,)—that “the entire passage 394 ” was “not met with in all the copies,” is the 
sum of his evidence: and two Greek manuscripts, yet extant, supposed to be of the iv th century 

(Codd. B and N), mutilated in this precise way, testify to the truth of his statement. 


394 


The reader is requested to refer back to p. 45, and the note there.—The actual words of Eusebius are given in Appendix 


(B). 
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2. But then it is found that these self-same Twelve Verses,—neither more nor less,—anciently 
constituted an integral Ecclesiastical Lection ; which lection,—inasmuch as it is found to have 
established itself in every part of Christendom at the earliest period to which liturgical evidence 
reaches back, and to have been assigned from the very first to two of the chiefest Church Festivals, 
must needs be a lection of almost Apostolic antiquity. Eusebius, I observe, (see p. 45), designates 
the portion of Scripture in dispute by its technical name,—KEcpdAaiov or TteptKOTtq; (for so an 
Ecclesiastical lection was anciently called). Here then is a rare coincidence indeed. It is in fact 
simply unique. Surely, I may acid that it is in the highest degree suggestive also. It inevitably 
provokes the inquiry,—Must not these two facts be not only connected, but even interdependent? 
Will not the omission of the Twelve concluding Verses of S. Mark from certain ancient copies of 
his Gospel, have been in some way occasioned by the fact that those same twelve verses constituted 
an integral Church Lection? How is it possible to avoid suspecting that the phenomenon to which 
Eusebius invites attention, (viz. that certain copies of S. Mark’s Gospel in very ancient times had 
been mutilated from the end of the 8th verse onwards,) ought to be capable of illustration,—will 
have in fact to be explained, and in a word accounted for ,—by the circumstance that at the 8th 
verse of S. Mark’s xvith chapter, one ancient Lection came to an end, and another ancient Lection 
began? 


Somewhat thus, (I venture to think,) must every unprejudiced Reader of intelligence hold parley 
with himself on reaching the close of the preceding chapter. I need hardly add that I am thoroughly 
convinced he would be reasoning rightly. I am going to skew that the Lectionary practice of the 
ancient Church does indeed furnish a sufficient clue for the unravelment of this now famous problem: 
in other words, enables us satisfactorily to account for the omission of these Twelve Verses from 
ancient copies of the collected Gospels. But I mean to do more. I propose to make my appeal to 
documents which shall be observed to bear no faltering witness in my favour. More yet. I propose 
that Eusebius himself, the chief author of all this trouble, shall be brought back into Court and 
invited to resyllable his Evidence; and I am much mistaken if even he will not be observed to let 
K fall a hint that we have at last got on the right scent;—have accurately divined how this mistake 
214 | took its first beginning;—and, (what is not least to the purpose,) have correctly apprehended what 
was his own real meaning in what he himself has said. 

The proposed solution of the difficulty,—if not the evidence on which it immediately 
rests,—might no doubt be exhibited within exceedingly narrow limits. Set down abruptly, however, 
its weight and value would inevitably fail to be recognised, even by those who already enjoy some 
familiarity with these studies. Very few of the considerations which I shall have to rehearse are in 
fact unknown to Critics: yet is it evident that their bearing on the problem before us has hitherto 
altogether escaped their notice. On the other hand, by one entirely a novice to this department of 
sacred Science, I could scarcely hope to be so much as understood. Let me be allowed, therefore, 
to preface what I have to say with a few explanatory details which I promise shall not be tedious, 
and which I trust will not be found altogether without interest either. If they are anywhere else to 
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be met with, it is my misfortune, not my fault, that I have been hitherto unsuccessful in discovering 
the place. 



I. From the earliest ages of the Church, (as I shewed at page 192-5,) it has been customary to 
read certain definite portions of Holy Scripture, determined by Ecclesiastical authority, publicly 
before the Congregation. In process of time, as was natural, the sections so required for public use 
were collected into separate volumes: Lections from the Gospels being written out in a Book which 
was called “Evangelistarium,” (EuayYcAiordpiovJ—from the Acts and Epistles, in a book called 
“ Praxapostolus ,” (npa^caiooroAoc;). These Lectionary-books, both Greek and Syriac, are yet extant 
in great numbers 395 , and (I may remark in passing) deserve a far greater amount of attention than 
has hitherto been bestowed upon them 396 . 

When the Lectionary first took the form of a separate book, has not been ascertained. That no 
copy is known to exist (whether in Greek or in Syriac) older than the viii th century, proves nothing. 
Codices in daily use, (like the Bibles used in our Churches,) must of necessity have been of 
exceptionally brief duration; and Lectionaries, more even than Biblical MSS. were liable to injury 
and decay. 


II. But it is to be observed,—(and to explain this, is much more to my present purpose,)—that 
besides transcribing the Ecclesiastical lections into separate books, it became the practice at a very 
early period to adapt copies of the Gospels to lectionary purposes. I suspect that this practice began 
in the Churches of Syria; for Syriac copies of the Gospels (at least of the vii th century) abound, 
which have the Lections more or less systematically rubricated in the Text 397 . There is in the British 
Museum a copy of S. Mark’s Gospel according to the Peshito version, certainly written previous 
to A.D. 583, which has at least five or six rubrics so inserted by the original scribe 398 . As a rule, in 


395 

See the enumeration of Greek Service-Books in Scrivener’s Introduction, &c. pp. 211-25. For the Syriac Lectionaries, see 
Dean Payne Smith’s Catalogue, (1864) pp. 114-29-31-4-5-8: also Professor Wright’s Catalogue, (1870) pp. 146 to 203.—I 
avail myself of this opportunity to thank both those learned Scholars for their valuable assistance, always most obligingly 
rendered. 

396 

“Evangelistariorum codices literis uncialibus scripti nondum sic ut decet in usum criticum conversi sunt.” Tischendorf, 
quoted by Scrivener. [Introduction to Cod. Augiensis, —80 pages which have been separately published and are well deserving 
of study,—p. 48,] who adds,—“I cannot even conjecture why an Evangelistarium should be thought of less value than another 
MS. of the same age.”—See also Scrivener’s Introduction, &c. p. 211. 

397 

e.g. Addit. MSS. 12,141: 14,449: 14,450-2-4-5-6-7-8: 14,461-3: 17,113-4-5-6:—(= 15 Codd. in all:) from p. 45 to p. 66 of 
Professor Wright’s Catalogue. 

398 

Addit. MS. 14,464. (See Dr. Wright’s Catalogue, p. 70.) 
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all later cursive Greek MSS., (I mean those of the xii th to the xv th century,) the Ecclesiastical lections 
are indicated throughout: while either at the summit, or else at the foot of the page, the formula 
with which the Lection was to be introduced is elaborately inserted; prefaced probably by a rubricated 
statement (not always very easy to decipher) of the occasion when the ensuing portion of Scripture 
was to be read. The ancients, to a far greater extent than ourselves 399 , were accustomed,— (in fact, 
they made it a rule ,)—to prefix unauthorized formulae to their public Lections; and these are 
sometimes found to have established themselves so firmly, that at last they became as it were 
ineradicable; and later copyists of the fourfold Gospel are observed to introduce them unsuspiciously 
into the inspired text 400 . All that belongs to this subject deserves particular attention; because it is 
this which explains not a few of the perturbations (so to express oneself) which the text of the New 
Testament has experienced. INre are made to understand how, what was originally intended only 
as a liturgical note, became mistaken, through the inadvertence or the stupidity of copyists, for a 
critical suggestion-, and thus, besides transpositions without number, there has arisen, at one time, 
the insertion of something unauthorized into the text of Scripture,—at another, the omission of 
certain inspired words, to the manifest detriment of the sacred deposit. Lor although the systematic 
rubrication of the Gospels for liturgical purposes is a comparatively recent invention,—(I question 
if it be older in Greek MSS. than the x th century,)—yet will persons engaged in the public Services 
of God&#8217;s House have been prone, from the very earliest age, to insert memoranda of the 
kind referred to, into the margin of their copies. In this way, in fact, it may be regarded as certain 
that in countless minute particulars the text of Scripture has been depraved. Let me not fail to add, 


Add to the eight examples adduced by Mr. Scrivener from our Book of C. P., ( Introduction , p. 11), the following:—Gospels 
for Quinquagesima, 2nd S. after Easter. 9th, 12th, 22nd after Trinity, Whitsunday, Ascension Day, SS. Philip and James (see 
below, p. 220), All Saints. 

Thus the words eitte 5e 6 Kuptoq (S. Luke vii. 31) which introduce an Ecclesiastical Lection (Friday in the iii rd week of S. 
Luke.) inasmuch as the words are found in no uncial MS., and are omitted besides by the Syriac, Vulgate. Gothic and Coptic 
Versions, must needs be regarded as a liturgical interpolation.—The same is to be said of 6 ’Iqaout; in S. Matth. xiv. 22,—words 
which Origen and Chrysostom, as well as the Syriac versions, omit; and which clearly owe their place in twelve of the uncials, 
in the Textus Receptus, in the Vulgate and some copies of the old Latin, to the fact that the Gospel for the ix th Sunday after 
Pentecost begins at that place. —It will be kindred to the present inquiry that I should point out that in S. Mark xvi. 9, ’Avacrc8d<; 
6 ’Iqaouq is constantly met with in Greek MSS., and even in some copies of the Vulgate; and yet there can be no doubt that here 
also the Holy Name is an interpolation which has originated from the same cause as the preceding. The fact is singularly illustrated 
by the insertion of “our” in Cod. 267 (= Reg. 69,) rubro above the same contraction (for 6 ’Iqaouq) in the text. 


186 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


that by a judicious, and above all by an unprejudiced use of the materials at our disposal, it may, 
even at this distance of time, in every such particular, be successfully restored 401 . 

III. I now proceed to shew, by an induction of instances, that even in the oldest copies in 

existence, I mean in Codd. B, A, C, and D, the Lectionary system of the early Church has left 

abiding traces of its operation. When a few such undeniable cases have been adduced, all objections 
grounded on primd facie improbability will have been satisfactorily disposed of. The activity, as 
well as the existence of such a disturbing force and depraving influence, at least as far back as the 
beginning of the iv th century, (but it is in fact more ancient by full two hundred years,), will have 
been established: of which I shall only have to shew, in conclusion, that the omission of “the last 
Twelve Verses” of S. Mark’s Gospel is probably but one more instance,—though confessedly by 
far the most extraordinary of any. 

(1.) From Codex B then, as well as from Cod. A, the two grand verses which describe our 
Lord&#8217;s “Agony and Bloody Sweat,” (S. Luke xxii. 43, 44,) are missing. The same two 
verses are absent also from a few other important MSS., as well as from both the Egyptian versions; 
but I desire to fasten attention on the confessedly erring testimony in this place of Codex B. 
“Confessedly erring,” I say; for the genuineness of those two verses is no longer disputed. Now, 
in every known Evangelistarium, the two verses here omitted by Cod. B follow, (the Church so 
willed it,) S. Matth. xxvi. 39, and are read as a regular part of the lesson for the Thursday in Holy 
Week 402 . Of course they are also omitted in the same Evangelistaria from the lesson for the Tuesday 
~IX after Sexagesima, (rrj y tfjq Tupocpdyou, as the Easterns call that day,) when S. Luke xxii. 39-xxiii. 

218 I 1 used to be read. Moreover, in all ancient copies of the Gospels which have been accommodated 

to ecclesiastical use, the reader of S. Luke xxii. is invariably directed by a margined note to leave 
out those two verses, and to proceed per saltum from ver. 42 to ver. 45 403 . What more obvious 


401 

Not, of course, so long as the present senseless fashion prevails of regarding Codex B, (to which, if Cod. L. and Codd. 1, 
33 and 69 are added, it is only because they agree with B), as an all but infallible guide in settling the text of Scripture; and 
quietly taking it for granted that all the other MSS. in existence have entered into a grand conspiracy to deceive mankind. Until 
this most uncritical method, this most unphilosophical theory, is unconditionally abandoned, progress in this department of 
sacred Science is simply impossible. 

402 

See Matthaei’s note on S. Luke xxii. 43, (Nov. Test. eJ.1803.) 

403 

This will be best understood by actual reference to a manuscript. In Cod. Evan. 436 (Meerman 117) which lies before me, 
these directions are given as follows. After to gov y £V£G0u> (i.e. the last words of ver. 42), is written imep(3a eiq to Trjq y. Then, 
at the end of ver. 44, is written— ap^ou Trjq y, after which follows the text teat avaoTat;, &c. 
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therefore than that the removal of the paragraph from its proper place in S. Luke’s Gospel is to be 
attributed to nothing else but the Lectionary practice of the primitive Church? Quite unreasonable 
is it to impute heretical motives, or to invent any other unsupported theory, while this plain solution 
of the difficulty is at hand. 



(2.) The same Cod. B., (with which Codd. C, L, U and T are observed here to conspire,) 
introduces the piercing of the Saviour&#8217;s side (S. John xix. 34) at the end of S. Matth. xxvii. 
49. Now, I only do not insist that this must needs be the result of the singular Lectionary practice 
already described at p. 202, because a scholion in Cod. 72 records the singular fact that in the 
Diatessaron of Tatian, after S. Matth. xxvii. 48, was read aXXoq 5s Aaftojv Aoyxiv svu^ev aurou 
rpv TtAsupav Kcd s^rjAOsv uSoop veal aipa. (Chrysostom’s codex was evidently vitiated in precisely 
the same way.) This interpolation therefore may have resulted from the corrupting influence of 
Tatian’s (so-called) “Harmony.” See Appendix (H). 


(3.) To keep on safe ground. Codd. B and D concur in what Alford justly calls the “grave error” 
of simply omitting from S. Luke xxiii. 34, our Lord&#8217;s supplication on behalf of His 
murderers, (6 5s Tqaouc; eXeye, ndrsp, acpsq aurotc;- ou yap otSaat ti ttoiouoi. They are not quite 
singular in so doing; being, as usual, kept in countenance by certain copies of the old Latin, as well 
as by both the Egyptian versions. How is this “grave error” in so many ancient MSS. to be accounted 
for? (for a “grave error,” or rather “a fatal omission” it certainly is). Simply by the fact that in the 
Eastern Church the Lection for the Thursday after Sexagesima breaks off abruptly, immediately 
before these very words ,—to recommence at ver. 44 404 . 


In S. Matthew’s Gospel, at chap, xxvi, which contains the Liturgical section for Thursday in Holy Week (rfj dyta Kai peydAq 
e), my Codex has been only imperfectly rubricated. Let me therefore be allowed to quote from Harl. MS. 1810, (our Cod. Evan. 
113) which, at fol. 84, at the end of S. Matth. xxvi. 39, reads as follows, immediately after the words,—dAA’ cue; ou:—(i.e. 
uraxvTcx.) But in order to explain what is meant; the above rubricated word and sign are repeated at foot, as follows * UTtavra 
etc; to Kara Aoiwav ev KecpcxAcxtw p0. uxp0r| 5e cx8utu> ayyeAoetta arpa<p9e8t<; evrauSa raxA.iv, Aeye- wxt epxercxi ttpoc; roue; 
pa0qTac;—which are the first words of S. Matth. xxvi. 40. 

Accordingly, my Codex (No. 436, above referred to) immediately after S. Luke xxii. 42, besides the rubric already quoted, 
has the following: ap^ou Trji; peyaAqc; e. Then come the two famous verses (ver. 43, 44); and, after the words dvacrcdc; ano tux; 
TTpoaeuxrjc;, the following rubric occurs: UTtavra etc; to Trj<; peyaAqc; e Mcxt0. epx£Tai ttpoc; touc; pa0r|Td<;. 

[With the help of my nephew, (Rev. W. F. Rose, Curate of Holy Trinity, Windsor,) I have collated every syllable of Cod. 
436. Its text most nearly resembles the Rev. F. H. Scrivener's 1, m, n.] 

See by all means Matthaei’s Nov. Test. (ed. 1803,) i. p. 491, and 492. 
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(4.) Note, that at ver. 32, the eighth “Gospel of the Passion ” begins,—which is the reason why 

Codd. B and X (with the Egyptian versions) exhibit a singular irregularity in that place; and why 

the Jerusalem Syriac introduces the established formula of the Lectionaries (auv rco Tqcou) at the 
same juncture. 

(If I do not here insist that the absence of the famous pericopa de aclultera (S. John vii. 53-viii. 
11,) from so many MSS., is to be explained in precisely the same way, it is only because the 
genuineness of that portion of the Gospel is generally denied; and I propose, in this enumeration 
of instances, not to set foot on disputed ground. I am convinced, nevertheless, that the first occasion 
of the omission of those memorable verses was the lectionary practice of the primitive Church, 
which, on Whitsunday, read from S. John vii. 37 to viii. 12, leaving out the twelve verses in question. 
Those verses, from the nature of their contents, (as Augustine declares,) easily came to be viewed 
with dislike or suspicion. The passage, however, is as old as the second century, for it is found in 
certain copies of the old Latin. Moreover Jerome deliberately gave it a place in the Vulgate. I pass 
on.) 

"A 

220 | (5.) The two oldest Codices in existence,—B and —stand all but alone in omitting from S. 

Luke vi. 1 the unique and indubitably genuine word SsurspoTipojrcp; which is also omitted by the 
Peshito, Italic and Coptic versions. And yet, when it is observed that an Ecclesiastical lection begins 
here, and that the Evangelistaria (which invariably leave out such notes of time) simply drop the 
word,—only substituting for ev ca(3(3drtp the more familiar roiq aa(3(3aai,—every one will be ready 
to admit that if the omission of this word be not due to the inattention of the copyist, (which, 
however, seems to me not at all unlikely 405 ,) it is sufficiently explained by the Lectionary practice 
of the Church,—which may well date back even to the immediately post-Apostolic age. 

(6/) In S. Luke xvi. 19, Cod. D introduces the Parable of Lazarus with the formula,—dimv 5s 
Kcd erspav 7rapa(3oA(|v; which is nothing else but a marginal note which has found its way into the 
text from the margin; being the liturgical introduction of a Church-lesson 406 which afterwards began 
euT£v 6 Kupiop triv 7rapa(3oA.iiv taurqv 407 . 


405 

See above, p. 75, note (h). 

406 

For the 5th Sunday of S. Luke. 

407 

Such variations are quite common. Matthaei, with his usual accuracy, points out several: e.g. Nov. Test. (1788) vol. i. p. 19 
(note 26), p. 23: vol. ii. p. 10 (note 12), p. 14 (notes 14 and 15), &c. 
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(7.) In like manner, the same Codex makes S. John xiv. begin with the liturgical formula, —(it 
survives in our Book of Common Prayer 408 to this very hour!)—xcd eutev toTq paGrjrau; auxou: in 
which it is countenanced by certain MSS. of the Vulgate and of the old Latin Version. Indeed, it 
may be stated generally concerning the text of Cod. D, that it bears marks throughout of the 
depraving influence of the ancient Lectionary practice. Instances of this, (in addition to those 
elsewhere cited in these pages,) will be discovered in S. Luke iii. 23: iv. 16 (and xix. 45): v. 1 and 
17: vi. 37 (and xviii. 15): vii. 1: x. 1 and 25: xx. 1: in all but three of which, Cod. D is kept in 
countenance by the old Latin, often by the Syriac, and by other versions of the greatest antiquity. 
But to proceed. 

(8.) Cod. A, (supported by Athanasius, the Vulgate, Gothic, and Philoxeuian versions,) for real, 
in S. Luke ix. 57, reads sysvsxo 5s —which is the reading of the Textus Receptus. Cod. D, (with 
some copies of the old Latin,) exhibits real sysvsxo. All the diversity which is observable in this 
221 I place, (and it is considerable,) is owing to the fact that an Ecclesiastical lection begins here 409 . In 
different Churches, the formula with which the lection was introduced slightly differed. 

(9.) Cod. C is supported by Chrysostom and Jerome, as well as by the Peshito, Cureton’s and 
the Philoxenian Syriac, and some MSS. of the old Latin, in reading 6 Tqaouq at the beginning of 
S. Matth. xi. 20. That the words have no business there, is universally admitted. So also is the cause 
of their interpolation generally recognized. The Ecclesiastical lection for Wednesday in the iv th 
week after Pentecost begins at that place; and begins with the formula,— sv Tto Kcdpco evedveo, 
rjp^ato 6 Tqaouq ovsiSitjeiv. 

Similarly, in S. Matth. xii. 9, xiii. 36, and xiv. 14, Cod. C inserts 6 Tqoouq; a reading which on 
all three occasions is countenanced by the Syriac and some copies of the old Latin, and on the last 
of the three, by Origen also. And yet there can be no doubt that it is only because Ecclesiastical 
lections begin at those places 410 , that the Holy Name is introduced there. 

Let me add that the Sacred Name is confessedly an interpolation in the six places indicated at 
foot,—its presence being accounted for by the fact that, in each, an Ecclesiastical lection begins 411 . 


408 

SS. Philip and James. 

409 

viz. aa(3(3dru) 0: i.e. the ix th Saturday in S. Luke.—Note that Cod. A also reads eyeveTO 5e in S. Lu. xi. 1. 

410 

viz. Monday in the v th , Thursday in the vi th week after Pentecost, and the viii th Sunday after Pentecost. 

411 

viz. S. Luke xiii. 2: xxiv. 36. S. John i. 29 (61todvvr|<;): 44: vi. 14: xiii. 3,—to which should perhaps be added xxi. 1, where 
B, X, A, C (not D) read ’Ir[aoo<;. 
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Cod. D in one of these places, Cod. A in four, is kept in countenance by the old Latin, the Syriac, 
the Coptic and other early versions;—convincing indications of the extent to which the Lectionary 
practice of the Church had established itself so early as the second century of our aera. 



Cod. D, and copies of the old Latin and Egyptian versions also read rou Tqcou, (instead of 
aurou,) in S. Mark xiv. 3; which is only because a Church lesson begins there. 

(12.) The same Cod. D is all but unique in leaving out that memorable verse in S. Luke’s Gospel 
(xxiv. 12), in which S. Peter’s visit to the Sepulchre of our risen Lord finds particular mention. It 
is only because that verse was claimed both as the conclusion of the iv th and also as the beginning 
of the v th Gospel of the Resurrection: so that the liturgical note apxq stands at the beginning,—reAoq 
at the end of it. Accordingly, D is kept in countenance here only by the Jerusalem Lectionary and 
some copies of the old Latin. But what is to be thought of the editorial judgment which (with 
Tregelles) encloses this verse within brackets and (with Tischendorf) rejects it from the text 
altogether? 


(13.) Codices B, and D are alone among MSS. in omitting the clause SieABoov 5ia pscaou 

auroov Kcd irapfjysv ourux;, at the end of the 59th verse of S. John viii. The omission is to be 
accounted for by the fact that just there the Church-lesson for Tuesday in the v th week after Easter 
came to an end. 


(14.) Again. It is not at all an unusual thing to find in cursive MSS., at the end of S. Matth. viii. 
13, (with several varieties), the spurious and tasteless appendix,—vccd UTioorpsijjac; 6 EKarovrapxop 
sip rov oivcov aurou ev aurfj rfj copa supsv rov TiaiSa uyiaivovra: a clause which owes its existence 
solely to the practice of ending the lection for the iv th Sunday after Pentecost in that unauthorized 
manner 412 . But it is not only in cursive MSS. that these words are found. They are met with also in 



the Codex Sinaiticus (K): a witness at once to the inveteracy of Liturgical usage in the ivth century 

of our aera, and to the corruptions which the “Codex omnium antiquissimus” will no doubt have 
inherited from a yet older copy than itself. 

(15.) In conclusion, I may remark generally that there occur instances, again and again, of 
perturbations of the Text in our oldest MSS., (corresponding sometimes with readings vouched for 


See by all means Matthaei’s interesting note on the place,— Nov. Test. (1788) vol. i. p. 113-4. It should be mentioned that 
Cod. C (and four other uncials), together with the Philoxenian and Hierosolymitan versions, concur in exhibiting the seine 
spurious clause. Matthaei remarks,—“Origenes (iv. 171 D) hanc pericopam haud adeo diligenter recensens terminal eum in 
y£vr|0rjru) aot.’ - Will not the disturbing Lectionary practice of his day sufficiently explain Origen’s omission? 
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by the most ancient of the Fathers,) which admit of no more intelligible or inoffensive solution than 
by referring them to the Lectionary practice of the primitive Church 413 . 

Thus when instead of vccd dva(3aivu)v 6 Tpaouq sic; 'IepoaoAupa (S. Matth. xx. 17), Cod. B reads, 
(and, is almost unique in reading,) MeAAoov 5 s &va(3cdvoov 6 Tqaouq; and when Origen sometimes 
quotes the place in the same way, but sometimes is observed to transpose the position of the Holy 
Name in the sentence; when again six of Matthaei’s MSS., (and Origen once,) are observed to put 
the same Name after TepoooAupa: when, lastly, two of Field’s MSS. 414 , and one of Matthaei’s, 
(and I dare say a great many more, if the truth were known,) omit the words 6 Tqaouq entirely:— who 
sees not that the true disturbing force in this place, from the ii nd century of our aera downwards, has 
been the Lectionary practice of the primitive Church ? —the fact that there the lection for the 
Thursday after the viii th Sunday after Pentecost began?—And this may suffice. 

IV. It has been proved then, in what goes before, mom effectually even than in a preceding 
page 415 , not only that Ecclesiastical Lections corresponding with those indicated in the “Synaxaria” 
were fully established in the immediately post-Apostolic age, but also that at that early period the 
Lectionary system of primitive Christendom had already exercised a depraving influence of a 
peculiar kind on the text of Scripture. Lurther yet, (and this is the only point I am now concerned 

to establish), that our five oldest Copies of the Gospels, —B and K as well as A, C and D,—exhibit 

HA not a few traces of the mischievous agency alluded to; errors, and especially omissions, which 
224 I sometimes seriously affect the character of those Codices as witnesses to the Truth of Scripture.—I 
proceed now to consider the case of S. Mark xvi. 9-20; only prefacing my remarks with a few 
necessary words of explanation. 

V. He who takes into his hands an ordinary cursive MS. of the Gospels, is prepared to find the 
Church-lessons regularly indicated throughout, in the text or in the margin. A familiar contraction, 
executed probably in Vermillion 5, dp,indicates the “beginning” (dpxq) of each lection: a 
corresponding contraction r, r', tA tc, indicates its “end” (tcAoc;.) Generally, these rubrical directions, 
(for they are nothing else,) are inserted for convenience into the body of the text,—from which the 


I recal S. John x. 29: xix. 13: xxi. 1;—but the attentive student will be able to multiply such references almost indefinitely. 
In these and similar places, while the phraseology is exceedingly simple, the variations which the text exhibits are so exceeding 
numerous,—that when it is discovered that a Church Lesson begins in those places, we may be sure that we have been put in 
possession of the name of the disturbing force. 


414 

Viz. K and M. (Field’s Chrys. p. 251.)—How is it that the readings of Chrysostom are made so little account of? By 
Tregelles, for example, why are they overlooked entirely? 

415 

See above, p. 197 to 204. 
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red pigment with which they are almost invariably executed, effectually distinguishes them. But 
all these particulars gradually disappear as recourse is had to older and yet older MSS. The studious 
in such matters have noticed that even the memorandums as to the “beginning” and the “end” of a 
lection are rare, almost in proportion to the antiquity of a Codex. When they do occur in the later 
uncials, they do not by any means always seem to have been the work of the original scribe; neither 
has care been always taken to indicate them in ink of a different colour. It will further be observed 
in such MSS. that whereas the sign where the reader is to begin is generally—(in order the better 
to attract his attention,)—inserted in the margin of the Codex, the note where he is to leave off, (in 
order the more effectually to arrest his progress,) is as a rule introduced into the body of the text 416 . 
In uncial MSS., however, all such symbols are not only rare, but (what is much to be noted) they 
are exceedingly irregular in their occurrence. Thus in Codex T, in the Bodleian Library, (a recently 
acquired uncial MS. of the Gospels, written A.D. 844), there occurs no indication of the “end” of 
a single lection in S. Luke’s Gospel, until chap. xvi. 31 is reached; after which, the sign abounds. 
In Codex L, the original notes of Ecclesiastical Lections occur at the following rare and irregular 
intervals: S. Mark ix. 2: x. 46: xii. 40 (where the sign has lost its way; it should have stood against 
ver. 44): xv. 42 and xvi. I 417 . In the oldest uncials, nothing of the kind is discoverable. Even in the 
Codex Bezae, (vi th century,) not a single liturgical direction coeval with the MS. is anywhere to be 
found. 

VI. And yet, although the practice of thus indicating the beginning and the end of a liturgical 
section, does not seem to have come into general use until about the xii th century; and although, 
previous to the ix th century, systematic liturgical directions are probably unknown 418 ; the need of 
them must have been experienced by one standing up to read before the congregation, long before. 
The want of some reminder where he was to begin,—above all, of some hint where he was to leave 
off,—will have infallibly made itself felt from the first. Accordingly, there are not wanting indications 
that, occasionally, xeXoc (or to xeXoc) was written in the margin of Copies of the Gospels at an 


416 

e.g. in Cod. Evan. 10 and 270. 

417 

In some cursive MSS. also, (which have been probably transcribed from ancient originals), the same phenomenon is 
observed. Thus, in Evan. 265 (= Reg. 66), reA only occurs, in S. Mark, at ix. 9 and 41: xv. 32 and 41: xvi. 8. Apx at xvi. 1. It is 
striking to observe that so little were those ecclesiastical notes (embedded in the text) understood by the possessor of the MS., 
that in the margin, over against ch. xv. 41, (where “reA°” stands in the text,) a somewhat later hand has written,—te[Aoc;] x[r|c;] 
d)p[ac;]. A similar liturgical note may be seen over against ch. ix. 9, and elsewhere. Cod. 25 (= Reg. 191), at the end of S. Mark’s 
Gospel, has only two notes of liturgical endings: viz. at ch. xv. 1 and 42. 

418 

Among the Syriac Evangelia, as explained above (p. 215), instances occur of far more ancient MSS. which exhibit a text 
rubricated by the original scribe. Even here, however, (as may be learned from Dr. Wright’s Catalogue, pp. 46-66,) such Rubrics 
Live been only irregularly inserted in the oldest copies. 
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exceedingly remote epoch. One memorable example of this practice is supplied by the Codex Bezae 
(D): where in S. Mark xiv. 41, instead of omexst. fjABcv r\ ojpa,—we meet with the unintelligible 
oarexei to teAoc real H ojpa Now, nothing else has here happened but that a marginal note, designed 
originally to indicate the end (to TeAoc) of the lesson for the third day of the ii nd week of the Carnival, 
IN has lost its way from the end of ver. 42, and got thrust into the text of ver. 41,—to the manifest 

226 I destruction of the sense 419 .1 find D’s error here is shared (a) by the Peshito Syriac, (b) by the old 

Latin, and (c) by the Philoxenian: venerable partners in error, truly! for the first two probably carry 
back this false reading to the second century of our cera; and so, furnish one more remarkable proof, 
to be added to the fifteen (or rather the forty) already enumerated (pp. 217-23), that the lessons of 
the Eastern Church were settled at a period long anterior to the date of the oldest MS. of the Gospels 
extant. 

VII. Returning then to the problem before us, I venture to suggest as follows:—What if, at a 
very remote period, this same isolated liturgical note (to teAoc) occurring at S. Mark xvi. 8, (which 
is “the end” of the Church-lection for the ii nd Sunday after Easter,) should have unhappily suggested 
to some copyist,—KaAAuypacpiac; quam vel Criticae Sacrae vel rerum Liturgicarum peritior—the 
notion that the entire “Gospel according to S. Mark,” came to an end at verse 8? .... I see no more 
probable account of the matter, I say, than this:—That the mutilation of the last chapter of S. Mark 
has resulted from the fact, that some very ancient scribe misapprehended the import of the solitary 
liturgical note TeAoc (or to TeAoc) which he found at the close of verse 8. True, that he will have 
probably beheld, further on, several additional orixoi. But if he did, how could he acknowledge 
the fact more loyally than by leaving (as the author of Cod. B is observed to have done) one entire 
column blank, before proceeding with S. Luke? He hesitated, all the same, to transcribe any further, 
having before him, (as he thought,) an assurance that “THE END” had been reached at ver. 8. 

VIII. That some were found in very early times eagerly to acquiesce in this omission: to sanction 
it: even to multiply copies of the Gospel so mutilated; (critics or commentators intent on nothing 
so much as reconciling the apparent discrepancies in the Evangelical narratives:)—appears to me 



Note, that the Codex from which Cod. D was copied will have exhibited the text thus,—ottiExet to teAoc HA0ev H 
topa,—which is the reading of Cod. (=13 Reg. 50.) But the scribe of Cod. D, in order to improve the sense, substituted for f|A0ev 
the word kou. Note the scholion [Anon. Vat.] in Possinus, p. 321:—attExet, TOUTEOTt, JtEJtArjptOTat, teAoc; E'xet to koct’ £p£. 

Besides the said Cod. 13, the same reading is found in 47 and 54 (in the Bodl.): 56 (at Line. Coll.): 61 (i.e. Cod. Montfort.): 
69 (i.e. Cod. Leicestr.): 124 (i.e. Cod. Vind. Lamb. 31): c scr (i.e. Lambeth, 1177): 2 pc (i.e. the 2nd of Muralt’s S. Petersburg 
Codd.); and Cod. 439 (i.e. Auddit. Brit. Mus. 5107). All these eleven MSS. read attEXEt to teAoc; at S. Mark xiv. 41. 
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not at all unlikely 420 . Eusebius almost says as much, when he puts into the mouth of one who is for 
getting rid of these verses altogether, the remark that “they would be in a manner superfluous if it 
should appear that their testimony is at variance with that of the other Evangelists 421 .” (The ancients 
were giants in Divinity but children in Criticism.) On the other hand, I altogether agree with Dean 
Alford in thinking it highly improbable that the difficulty of harmonizing one Gospel with another 
in this place, (such as it is,) was the cause why these Twelve Verses were originally suppressed 422 . 
(1) First, because there really was no need to withhold more than three,—at the utmost, five of 
them,—if this had been the reason of the omission. (2) Next, because it would have been easier far 
“IN to introduce some critical correction of any supposed discrepancy, than to sweep away the whole 
228 I of the unoffending context. (3) Lastly, because nothing clearly was gained by causing the Gospel 
to end so abruptly that every one must see at a glance that it had been mutilated. No. The omission 
having originated in a mistake, was perpetuated for a brief period (let us suppose) only through 
infirmity of judgment: or, (as I prefer to believe), only in consequence of the religious fidelity of 
copyists, who were evidently always instructed to transcribe exactly what they found in the copy 
set before them. The Church meanwhile in her corporate capacity, has never known anything at all 
of the matter,—as was fully shewn above in Chap. X. 

IX. When this solution of the problem first occurred to me, (and it occurred to me long before 
I was aware of the memorable reading to reXoc in the Codex Bezae, already adverted to,) I reasoned 
with myself as follows:—But if the mutilation of the second Gospel came about in this particular 
way, the MSS. are bound to remember something of the circumstance; and in ancient MSS., if I 


So Scholz (i. 200):—“Pericopa haec casu quodam forsan exciderat a codice quodam Alexandrino; unde defectus iste in 
alios libros transiit. Nec mirum hunc defectum multis, immo in certis regionibus plerisque scribis arrisisse: confitentur enim ex 
ipsorum opinione Marcum Matthaeo repugnare. Cf. maxime Eusebium ad Marinum,” &c. 

Ttepirra av eiq, tcai paAtara eutep e'xoiev dvrtAoYtav rfj rwv Aotttwv evayyeXiax&v paprupta. (Mai, Bibl. P.P. Nova, vol. 
iv. p. 256.) 

Alford’s N. T. vol. i. p. 433, (ed. 1868.)—And so Tischendorf, (ed. 8va. pp. 406-7.) “Talem dissentionem ad Marci librum 
tam rnisere mutilandum adduxisse quempiam, et quidem tanto cum successu, prorsus incredible est, nec ullo probari potest 
exemplo.”—Tregelles is of the same opinion. (Printed Text , pp. 255-6.)—Matthaei, a competent judge, seems to have thought 
differently. “Una autem causa cur hie locus omitteretur fuit quod Marcus in his repugnare ceteris videtur Evangelistis.’’ The 
general observation which follows is true enough:—“Quae ergo vel obscura. vel repugnantia, vel parum decora quorundam 
opinione habebantur, ea olim ab Criticis et interpretibus nonnullis vel sublata, vel in dubium vocata esse, ex allis locis sanctorum 
Evangeliorum intelligitur.” {Nov. Test. 1788, vol. ii. p. 266.) Presently, (at p. 270,)—“In summa. Videtur unus et item alter ex 
interpretibus, qui haec caeteris evangeliis repugnare opinebatur, in dubium vocasse. Hunc deinde plures temere secuti sunt, ut 
plerumque factum esse animadvertimus.” Dr. Davidson says the same thing (ii. 116.) and, (what is of vastly more importance,) 
Mr. Scrivener also. {Coll. Cod. Sin. p. xliv.) 
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am right, I ought certainly to meet with some confirmation of my opinion. According to my view, 
at the root of this whole matter lies the fact that at S. Mark xvi. 8 a well-known Ecclesiastical lesson 
comes to an end. Is there not perhaps something exceptional in the way that the close of that liturgical 
section was anciently signified? 

X. In order to ascertain this, I proceeded to inspect every copy of the Gospels in the Imperial 
Library at Paris 423 ; and devoted seventy hours exactly, with unflagging delight, to the task. The 
success of the experiment astonished me. 

1. I began with our Cod. 24 (= Reg. 178) of the Gospels: turned to the last page of S. Mark: 
and beheld, in a Codex of the xi th Century wholly devoid of the Lectionary apparatus which is 
sometimes found in MSS. of a similar date 424 , at fol. 104, the word + tlAoc + conspicuously written 
by the original scribe immediately after S. Mark xvi. 8, as well as at the close of the Gospel. It 

IX occurred besides only at ch. ix. 9, (the end of the lesson for the Transfiguration.) And yet there are 

229 I at least seventy occasions in the course of S. Mark’s Gospel where, in MSS. which have been 

accommodated to Church use, it is usual to indicate the close of a Lection. This discovery, which 
surprised me not a little, convinced me that I was on the right scent; and every hour I met with 
some fresh confirmation of the fact. 

2. Lor the intelligent reader will readily understand that three such deliberate liturgical 
memoranda, occurring solitary in a MS. of this date, are to be accounted for only in one way. They 
infallibly represent a corresponding peculiarity in some far more ancient document. The fact that 
the word teAoc is here (a) set down unabbreviated, (b) in black ink, and (c) as part of the 
text,—points unmistakably in the same direction. But that Cod. 24 is derived from a Codex of much 
older date is rendered certain by a circumstance which shall be specified at foot 425 . 


I have to acknowledge very gratefully the obliging attentions of M. de Wailly, the chief of the Manuscript department. 
See above, p. 224. 

Whereas in the course of S. Matthew’s Gospel, only two examples of + reAoc + occur, (viz. at ch. xxvi. 35 and xxvii. 2,)—in 
the former case the note has entirely lost its way in the process of transcription; standing where it has no business to appear. No 
Liturgical section ends thereabouts. I suspect that the transition (uTt£p(3aai<;) anciently made at ver. 39, was the thing to which 
the scribe desired to call attention. 
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3. The very same phenomena reappear in Cod. 36 426 . The sign + teAoc +, (which occurs 
punctually at S. Mark xvi. 8 and again at v. 20,) is found besides in S. Mark’s Gospel only at chap, 
i. 8 427 ; at chap. xiv. 31; and (+ reAoc oou vcecpoAy) at chap. xv. 24;—being on every occasion 
incorporated with the Text. Now, when it is perceived that in the second and third of these places, 
reAoc has clearly lost its way,—appearing where no Ecclesiastical lection came to an end,—it will 
be felt that the MS. before us (of the xi th century) if it was not actually transcribed from,—must at 
least exhibit at second hand,—a far more ancient Codex 428 . 

4. Only once more.—Codex 22 (= Reg. 72) was never prepared for Church purposes. A rough 
hand has indeed scrawled indications of the beginnings and endings of a few of the Lessons, here 
and there; but these liturgical notes are no part of the original MS. At S. Mark xvi. 8, however, we 

are presented (as before) with the solitary note + reAoc H-, incorporated with the text. Immediately 

after which, (in writing of the same size,) comes a memorable statement 429 in red letters. The whole 
stands thus:— 


cpo(3ouvro yccp + reAoc +— 

>*< ev uci roov dvriypacpoov. 
etoc d)5e irAripourca 6 ev 
ayysAicrric: er\ ttoAAoic 
5e. Kcd raura cpeperai +— 

Avacrac be. upon rcpoorri aa(3(3aroov. 

And then follows the rest of the Gospel; at the end of which, the sign + reAoc + is again 
repeated,—which sign, however, occurs nowhere else in the MS. nor at the end of any of the other 
three Gospels. A more opportune piece of evidence could hardly have been invented. A statement 
so apt and so significant was surely a thing rather to be wished than to be hoped for. For here is the 


= Coisl. 20. This sumptuous MS., which has not been adapted for Church purposes, appears to me to be the work of the 
same scribe who produced Reg. 178, (the codex described above); but it exhibits a different text. Bound up with it are some 
leaves of the LXX of about the viii th century. 

427 

End of the Lection for the Sunday before Epiphany. 

428 

In S. Matthew’s Gospel, I could find reAoc so written only twice,—viz. at ch. ii. 23 and xxvi. 75: in S. Luke only once,—viz. 
at ch. viii. 39. These, in all three instances, are the concluding verses of famous Lessons,—viz. the Sunday after Christmas Day, 
the iii rd Gospel of the Passion, the vi lh Sunday of S. Luke. 

429 

This has already come before us in a different connection: (see p. 119): but it must needs be reproduced here; and this time, 
it shall be exhibited as faithfully as my notes permit. 
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liturgical sign rsAoc not only occurring in the wholly exceptional way of which we have already 
seen examples, but actually followed by the admission that “In certain copies, the Evangelist 
proceeds no further.” The two circumstances so brought together seem exactly to bridge over the 

chasm between Codd. B and X on the one hand,—and Codd. 24 and 36. on the other; and to supply 
us with precisely the link of evidence which we require. For observe:—During the first six centuries 
of our aera, no single instance is known of a codex in which teAoc is written at the end of a Gospel. 



The subscription of S. Mark for instance is invariably either KATA MAPKON,—(as in B and or 

else EYATTEAION KATA MAPKON,—(as in A and C, and the other older uncials): never xeXoc. But 
here is a Scribe who first copies the liturgical note reAoc,—and then volunteers the critical 
observation that “in some copies of S. Mark’s Gospel the Evangelist proceeds no further!” A more 
extraordinary corroboration of the view which I am endeavouring to recommend to the reader’s 
acceptance, I really cannot imagine. Why, the ancient Copyist actually comes back, in order to 
assure me that the suggestion which I have been already offering in explanation of the difficulty, 
is the true one! 


5. I am not about to abuse the reader’s patience with a prolonged enumeration of the many 
additional conspiring circumstances,—insignificant in themselves and confessedly unimportant 
when considered singly, but of which the cumulative force is unquestionably great,—which an 
examination of 99 MSS. of the Gospels brought to light 430 . Enough has been said already to shew, 

(1st.) That it must have been a customary thing, at a very remote age, to write the word reAoc 
against S. Mark xvi. 8, even when the same note was withheld from the close of almost every other 
ecclesiastical lection in the Gospel. 


430 

(1.) In Evan. 282 (written A.D. 1176),—a codex which has been adapted to Lectionary purposes,—the signand i, strange 
to say, is inserted into the body of the Text, only at S. Mark xv. 47 and xvi. 8. 

(2) Evan. 208, (a truly superb MS., evidently left unfinished, the pictures of the Evangelists only sketched in ink,) was never 
prepared for Lectionary puiposes; which makes it the more remarkable that, between ecpoBouvro yap and avaoxag, should be 
found inserted into the body of the text, re. in gold. 

(3) I have often met with copies of S. Matthew’s, or of S. Luke’s, or of S. John’s Gospel, unfurnished with a subscription 
in which x£Xog occurs: but scarcely ever have I seen an instance of a Codex where the Gospel according to S. Mark was one of 
two, or of three from which it was wanting; much less where it stood alone in that respect. On the other hand, in the following 
Codices,—Evan. 10: 22: 30: 293,—S. Mark’s is the only Gospel of the Four which is furnished with the subscription, + reA.o<; 

tou Kara Mapitov euayyeMou or simply + xz\og + .... In Evan. 282, S. Matthew’s Gospel shares this peculiarity with S. 
Mark’s. 
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(2ndly.) That this word, or rather note, which no doubt was originally written as a liturgical 
IX memorandum in the margin, became at a very early period incorporated with the text; where, 

232 | retaining neither its use nor its significancy, it was liable to misconception, and may have easily 

come to be fatally misunderstood. 

And although these two facts certainly prove nothing in and by themselves, yet, when brought 
close alongside of the problem which has to be solved, their significancy becomes immediately 
apparent: for, 

(3rdly.) As a matter of fact, there are found to have existed before the time of Eusebius, copies 
of S. Mark’s Gospel which did come to an end at this very place. Now, that the Evangelist left off 
there, no one can believe 431 . Why, then, did the Scribe leave off? But the Reader is already in 
possession of the reason why. A sufficient explanation of the difficulty has been elicited from the 
very MSS. themselves. And surely when, suspended to an old chest which has been locked up for 
ages, a key is still hanging which fits the lock exactly and enables men to open the chest with ease, 
they are at liberty to assume that the key belongs to the lock; is, in fact, the only instrument by 
which the chest may lawfully be opened. 

XI. And now, in conclusion, I propose that we summon back our original Witness, and invite 
him to syllable his evidence afresh, in order that we may ascertain if perchance it affords any 
countenance whatever to the view which I have been advocating. Possible at least it is that in the 
Patristic) record that copies of S. Mark’s Gospel were anciently defective from the 8th verse onwards 
some vestige may be discoverable of the forgotten truth. Now, it has been already fully shewn that 
it is a mistake to introduce into this discussion any other name but that of Eusebius 432 . Do, then, 
the terms in which Eusebius alludes to this matter lend us any assistance? Let us have the original 
indictment read over to us once more: and this time we are bound to listen to every word of it with 
the utmost possible attention. 

A problem is proposed for solution. “There are two ways of solving it,” (Eusebius begins):—6 
psv yap [to KecpaXaiov auro] ti)v touto cpaaKouaav TrspiKoirriv aBetoov, ri'iroi av pi) ev airaaiv 
autriv cpepecBca toTq avriypacpou; tou Kata Mapnov euaYyeAiou - ra youv aKpiprj roav avtiypacpoov 
T'O T'EAOE Trepiypacpei tfjq Kara tov Mapvcov iatopiaq ev toiq Aoyou; k.t.A. oiq emXeyex, “Kcd 



431 


“Nemini in mentem venire potest Marcum narrationis suae filum ineptissime abrupisse verbis—ecpopouvro yap.”—Griesbach 


Comment. Crit. (ii. 197.) So, in fact, uno ore all the Critics. 


432 

Chap. V. See above, pp. 66-7. 
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ouSsvi ouSsv dfrov, £cpo(3ouvTO yap.” ’Ev toutco axeSov sv caracal toiq avnypacpou; too Kara Mapxov 
euayyeAiou irspiysypaTirai T'O T'EAOI 433 . . . Let us halt hero for one moment. 

2. Surely, a new and unexpected light already begins to dawn upon this subject! How is it that 
we paid so little attention before to the terms in which this ancient Father delivers his evidence, 
that we overlooked the import of an expression of his which from the first must have struck us as 
peculiar, but which now we perceive to be of paramount significancy? Eusebius is pointing out that 
one way for a man (so minded) to get rid of the apparent inconsistency between S. Mark xvi. 9 and 
S. Matth. xxviii. 1, would be for him to reject the entire “Ecclesiastical Lection 434 ” in which S. 
Mark xvi. 9 occurs. Any one adopting this course, (he proceeds; and it is much to be noted that 
Eusebius is throughout delivering the imaginary sentiments of another,—not his own:) Such an 
one (he says) “will say that it is not met with in all the copies of S. Mark’s Gospel. The accurate 
copies, at all events,”—and then follows an expression in which this ancient Critic is observed 
ingeniously to accommodate his language to the phenomenon which he has to describe, so as 
covertly to insinuate something else. Eusebius employs an idiom (it is found elsewhere in his 
writings) sufficiently colourless to have hitherto failed to arouse attention; but of which it is 
impossible to overlook the actual design and import, after all that has gone before. He clearly 
recognises the very phenomenon to which I have been calling attention within the last two pages, 
and which I need not further insist upon or explain: viz. that the words TO TEAOC were in some 

234 | very ancient (“the accurate ”) copies found written after £(po(3ouvro yap: although to an unsuspicious 

reader the expression which he uses may well seem to denote nothing more than that the second 
Gospel genemlly came to an end there. 

3. And now it is time to direct attention to the important bearing of the foregoing remark on 
the main point at issue. The true import of what Eusebius has delivered, and which has at last been 
ascertained, will be observed really to set his evidence in a novel and unsuspected light. From the 
days of Jerome, it has been customary to assume that Eusebius roundly states that, in his time almost 
all the Greek copies were without our “last Twelve Verses” of S. Mark’s Gospel 435 : whereas Eusebius 
really does nowhere say so. He expresses himself enigmatically, resorting to a somewhat unusual 


The English reader will follow the text with sufficient exactness if he will refer back, and read from the last line of p. 44 
to the ninth line of p. 45; taking care to see, in two places, for “the end,”—"THE END” .... The entire context of the Greek is 
given in the Appendix (B). 

Tqv rouro cpaaKouaav TteptKOTtrjv. The antecedent phrase, (to KetpaXatov auro,) I suspect must be an explanatory gloss. 

“This then is clear,” (is Dr. Tregelles’ comment,) “that the greater part of the Greek copies had not the verses in 
question .”—Printed Text , p. 247. 
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phrase 436 which perhaps admits of no exact English counterpart: but what he says clearly amounts 
to no more than this,—that “the accurate copies, at the words ecpo(3odvTO yap, circumscribe THE 
END (TO TEAOC) of Mark’s narrative:” that there , “in almost all the Copies of the Gospel according 
to Mark, is circumscribed THE END.” He says no more. He does not say that there “is circumscribed 
the Gospel .” As for the twelve verses which follow, he merely declares that they were “ not met 
with in all the copies;” i.e. that some copies did not contain them. But this, so far from being a 

startling statement, is no more than what Codd. B and X in themselves are sufficient to establish. 

In other words, Eusebius, (whose testimony on this subject as it is commonly understood is so 
extravagant [see above, p. 48-9,] as to carry with it its own sufficient refutation,) is found to bear 
consistent testimony to the two following modest propositions; which, however, are not adduced 
by him as reasons for rejecting S. Mark xvi. 9-20, but only as samples of what might be urged by 
one desirous of shelving a difficulty suggested by their contents;— 


(1st.) That from some ancient copies of S. Mark’s Gospel these last Twelve Verses were away. 

(2nd.) That in almost all the copies,—(whether mutilated or not, he does not state,)—the words 
TO TEAOC were found immediately after ver. 8; which, (he seems to hint,) let those who please 
accept as evidence that there also is the end of the Gospel. 

4. But I cannot dismiss the testimony of Eusebius until I have recorded my own entire conviction 
that this Father is no more an original authority here than Jerome, or Hesychius, or Victor 437 . He is 
evidently adopting the language of some more ancient writer than himself. I observe that he 
introduces the problem with the remark that what follows is one of the questions “for ever mooted 
by every body 438 .” I suspect (with Matthaei, [supra, p. 66,]) that Origen is the true author of all this 
confusion. He certainly relates of himself that among his voluminous exegetical writings was a 


436 

Observe, the peculiarity of the expression in this place of Eusebius consists entirely In his introduction of the words to 

tcAoH ad he merely said aKpt(3rj twv dvTtYpacpwv to euayyeAtov Kora MapKov tteptypacpet ev totc; Aoyotc; k.t.A .’Ev toutw 

yap axs5ov ev aitaat tow; dvpypdcpotc; iteptyeypaitTai to koto Maptcov euayyeAtov,—there would have been nothing extraordinary 
in the mode of expression. We should have been reminded of such places as the following in the writings of Eusebius himself:—'0 
KArjpr|c;... etc; tt|v KopoSou TeAeuTT|v Tteptypacpet touc; xpovouc;, (Hist. Eccl. lib. vi. c. 6.)—'IititoAurac; ... eitt to itpukov ecoc; 
auTOKpaTOpoc; ’AAe^avSpou touc; xpovouc; Tteptypacpet, (Ibid. c. 22. See the note of Valesius on the place.)—Or this, referred to 
by Stephanus (in voce), —'Evoc; 5’ eti pvr|a0eic; iteptypdtjjw tov Aoyov, (Praep. Evang. lib. vi. c. 10, [p. 280 c, ed. 1628].) But 
the substitution of to tcAoc; for to euayysAtov wants explaining; and can be only satisfactorily explained in one way. 

437 

See above, p. 66 and p. 67. 

438 

ndpetpt vuv ... itpoc; tw reAet twv auTWV itavTOTe totc; itdat ip|TOupeva pic].—Mai, vol. iv. p. 255. 
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treatise on S. Mark’s Gospel m . To Origen’s works, Eusebius, (his apologist and admirer,) is known 
IX to have habitually resorted; and, like many others, to have derived not a few of his notions from 
236 I that fervid and acute, but most erratic intellect. Origen’s writings in short, seem to have been the 
source of much, if not most of the mistaken Criticism of Antiquity. (The reader is reminded of what 
has been offered above at p. 96-7). And this would not be the first occasion on which it would 
appear that when an ancient Writer speaks of “the accurate copies ,” what he actually means is the 
text of Scripture which was employed or approved by Origen 440 . The more attentively the language 
of Eusebius in this place is considered, the more firmly (it is thought) will the suspicion be entertained 
that he is here only reproducing the sentiments of another person. But, however this may be, it is 
at least certain that the precise meaning of what he says, has been hitherto generally overlooked. 


“Consentit autem nobis ad tractatum quemfecimus de scripturd Marci.”—Origen. (Opp. iii. 929 B.) Tractat. xxxv. in Matth. 
[I owe the reference to Cave (i. 118.) It seems to have escaped the vigilance of Huet.]—This serves to explain why Victor of 
Antioch’s Catena on S. Mark was sometimes anciently attributed to Origen: as in Paris Cod. 703, \olirn 2330, 958, and 1048: 
also 18.] where is read (at fol. 247), ’Qptyevout; itpoAoYOi; etc; rf|v eppr|vetav too Kara MapKOv euayYsX'ou. Note, that Reg. 937 
is but a (xvi th cent.) counterpart of the preceding; which has been transcribed [xviii th cent.] in Par. Suppl. Grace. 40. 

Possevinus [Apparat. Sac. ii. 542,] (quoted by Huet, Origeniana, p. 274) states that there is in the Library of C. C. C., 
Oxford, a Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel by Origen. The source of this misstatement has been acutely pointed out. to me by 
the Rev. W. R. Churton. James, in his “Ecloga Oxonio-Cantabrig.,” (1600, lib. i. p. 49,) mentions “Homiliae Origenis super 
Evangelio Marcae, Stabat ad monumentum.”—.Read instead, (with Rev. H. O. Coxe, “Cat. Codd. MSS. C. C. C.;” [N°. 142, 
4,]) as follows:—“Origenis presb. Horn, in istud Johannis, Maria stabat ad monumentum ,” &c. But what actually led Possevinus 
astray, I perceive, was James’s consummation of his own blunder in lib. ii. p. 49,—which Possevinus has simply appropriated. 

So Chrysostom, speaking of the reading Br|0a(3apd. 

Origen (iv. 140) says that not only axsSov ev Tract row; dvrvypdcpott;, but also that apud Heracleonem, (who wrote within 
50 years of S. John’s death,) he found Br|0avta written in S. John i. 28. Moved by geographical considerations, however, (as 
he explains,) for Br|0avta, Origen proposes to read Br|0a(3apa.—Chrysostom (viii. 96 D), after noticing the former reading, 
declares,—oca 5e rtbv dvrvypdcptov aKpt(3£at£pov £X£t £v Br|0a(3apd cpqatv: but he goes on to reproduce Origen’s 
reasoning ;—thereby betraying himself.—The author of the Catena in Matth. (Cramer, i. 190-1) simply reproduces 
Chrysostom:— xp 1 ) 5e Yt v woK£tv on ra aKpt(3fj rwv avriypacptov ev Br|0a(3apd it£pt£X£T. And so, other Scholia; until at last what 
was only due to the mistaken assiduity of Origen, became generally received as the reading of the "more accurate copies.” 

A scholium on S. Luke xxiv. 13, in like manner, declares that the true reading of that place is not “60” but “160,”—ourux; 
yap ra aKpt|3fj it£pt£X£t, Kat f| 'QpyEvoix; rrjt; aAr|0£ta<; (3£|3atu>at<;. Accordingly, Eusebius also reads the place in the same 
erroneous way. 
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He certainly does not say, as Jerome, from his loose translation of the passage 441 , evidently 
imagined,—“ omnibus Graeciae libris pene hoc capitulum in fine non habentibus but only,— u non 
[\, in omnibus Evangelii exemplaribus hoc capitulum invenirif which is an entirely different thing. 

237 | Eusebius adds,—“Accuratiora saltern exemplaria FINEM narrationis secundum Marcum 
circumscribunt in verbis £(po(3ouvro yap;’’—and, “In hoc, fere in omnibus exemplaribus Evangelii 
secundum Marcum, FINEM circumscribi.”—The point, however, of greatest interest is, that Eusebius 
here calls attention to the prevalence in MSS. of his time of the very liturgical peculiarity which 
plainly supplies the one true solution of the problem under discussion. His testimony is a marvellous 
corroboration of what we leam from Cod. 22, (see above, p. 230,) and, rightly understood, does 
not go a whit beyond it. 

5. What wonder that Hesychius, because he adopted blindly what he found in Eusebius, should 
at once betray his author and exactly miss the point of what his author says? To Kara Mapvcov 
suayyeAiov (so he writes) p£xpi tou “ecpo(3ouvro yap,” £X£fT'0 T'EAOC 442 . 

6. This may suffice concerning the testimony of Eusebius.—It will be understood that I suppose 
Origen to have fallen in with one or more copies of S. Mark’s Gospel which exhibited the Liturgical 
hint , (TO TEAOC,) conspicuously written against S. Mark xvi. 9. Such a copy may, or may not, have 
there terminated abruptly. I suspect however that it clicl. Origen at all events, ( more suo ,) will have 
remarked on the phenomenon before him; and Eusebius will have adopted his remarks,—as the 
heralds say, “with a difference ,”—simply because they suited his purpose, and seemed to him 
ingenious and interesting. 

7. For the copy in question,—(like that other copy of S. Mark from which the Peshito translation 
was made, and in which TO TEAOC most inopportunely occurs at chap. xiv. 41 443 ,)—will have 

become the progenitor of several other copies (as Codd. B and K); and some of these, it is pretty 
evident, were familiarly known to Eusebius. 

8. Let it however be clearly borne in mind that nothing of all this is in the least degree essential 
to my argument. Eusebius, (for aught that I know or care,) may be solely responsible for every 
word that he has delivered concerning S. Mark xvi. 9-20. Every link in my argument will remain 



441 

Jerome says of himself ( Opp. vii. 537,)—“Non digne Graeca in Latinum transferee aut Graecos lege (si ejusdem linguae 
habes scientiam) aut si tantum Latinus es, noli de gratuito munere judicare, et, ut vulgare proverbium est: equi dentes inspicere 
donati.” 

442 

See above, pp. 57-9: also Appendix (C), § 2. 

443 

See above, pp. 225-6. 
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undisturbed, and the conclusion will be still precisely the same, whether the mistaken Criticism 
before us originated with another or with himself. 

XII. But why, (it may reasonably be asked ,)—Why should there have been anything exceptional 
in the way of indicating the end of this particular Lection? Why should teAoq be so constantly 
found written after S. Mark xvi. 8? 

I answer,—I suppose it was because the Lections which respectively ended and began at that 
place were so many, and were Lections of such unusual importance. Thus,—(1) On the 2nd Sunday 
after Easter, (Kupiar|f| y roov pupocpopoov as it was called,) at the Liturgy, was read S. Mark xv. 43 
to xvi. 8; and (2) on the same day at Matins, (by the Melchite Syrian Christians as well as by the 
Greeks 444 ,) S. Mark xvi. 9-20. The severance, therefore, was at ver. 8. (3) In certain of the Syrian 
Churches the liturgical section for Easter Day was S. Mark xvi. 2-8 445 : in the Churches of the 
Jacobite, or Monophysite Christians, the Eucharistic lesson for Easter-Day was ver. 1-8 446 . (4) The 
second matin lesson of the Resurrection (xvi. 1-8) also ends,—and (5) the third (xvi. 9-20) begins, 
at the same place: and these two Gospels (both in the Greek and in the Syrian Churches) were in 
constant use not only at Easter, but throughout the year 447 . (6) That same third matin lesson of the 
Resurrection was also the Lesson at Matins on Ascension-Day; as well in the Syrian 448 as in the 
Greek 449 Churches. (7) With the Monophysite Christians, the lection “feriae tertiae in albis, ad 
primam vesperam,” (i.e. for the Tuesday in Easter-Week) was S. Mark xv. 37-xvi. 8: and (8) on 
239 | the same day, at Matins, ch. xvi. 9-18 450 .—During eighteen weeks after Easter therefore, the only 
parts of S. Mark’s Gospel publicly read were (a) the last thirteen [ch. xv. 43-xvi. 8], and ( b ) “the 


444 

R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 116. 

445 

See Adler’s N. T. Verss Syrr., p. 70. 

446 

R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p.146. 

447 

See p. 206, also note (k). 

448 

R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 117. 

449 

i. Accordingly, in Cod. Evan. 266 (= Paris Reg. 67) is read, at S. Mark xvi. 8 (fol. 126), as follows:—ecpo(3ouvro yap- [then, 

rubro | reAo<; rou B' etoOtvou, Kat rrjc; KuptaKfjt; rwv pupocpopwv, dpxrj. [then the text:] ’Avaarat; k.t.A. _After ver. 20, (at fol. 

126 of the same Codex) is found the following concluding rubric:—reAoi; rou r' etoOivou euayyeAtou. 

In the same place, (viz. at the end of S. Mark’s Gospel,) is found in another Codex (Evan. 7 = Paris Reg. 71,) the following 
rubric:—reAot; rou rptrou rou stoBtvou, Kat rou opBpou rrjt; avaArjvJjeux;. 

450 

R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 146. 
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last twelve ” [ch. xvi. 9-20] verses. Can it be deemed a strange thing that it should have been found 
indispensable to mark, with altogether exceptional emphasis,—to make it unmistakably 
plain,—where the former Lection came to an end, and where the latter Lection began 451 ? 

XIII. One more circumstance, and but one, remains to be adverted to in the way of evidence; 
and one more suggestion to be offered. The circumstance is familiar indeed to all, but its bearing 
on the present discussion has never been pointed out. I allude to the fact that anciently, in copies 
of the fourfold Gospel, the Gospel according to S. Hark frequently stood last. 

This is memorably the case in respect of the Codex Bezae [vi]: more memorably yet, in respect 
of the Gothic version of Ulphilas (A.D. 360): in both of which MSS., the order of the Gospels is 
(1) S. Matthew, (2) S. John, (3) S. Luke, (4) S. Mark. This is in fact the usual Western order. 
Accordingly it is thus that the Gospels stand in the Codd. Vercellensis (a), Veronensis (b), Palatinus 
(<?). Brixianus (/) of the old Latin version. But this order is not exclusively Western. It is found in 
Cod. 309. It is also observed in Matthaei’s Codd. 13, 14, (which last is our Evan. 256), at Moscow. 
And in the same order Eusebius and others of the ancients 452 are occasionally observed to refer to 
[L. the four Gospels,—which induces a suspicion that they were not unfamiliar with it. Nor is this all. 

240 | In Codd. 19 and 90 the Gospel according to S. Mark stands last; though in the former of these the 

order of the three antecedent Gospels is (1) S. John, (2) S. Matthew, (3) S. Luke 453 ; in the latter, (1) 
S. John, (2) S. Luke, (3) S. Matthew. What need of many words to explain the bearing of these 
facts on the present discussion? Of course it will have sometimes happened that S. Mark xvi. 8 
came to be written at the bottom of the left hand page of a MS. 454 And we have but to suppose that 
in the case of one such Codex the next leaf, which would have been the last, was missing,—( the 


451 

Cod. 27 (xi) is not provided with any leetionary apparatus, and is written continuously throughout: and yet at S. Mark xvi. 
9 a fresh paragraph is observed to commence. 

Not dissimilar is the phenomenon recorded in respect of some copies of the Armenian version. “The Armenian, in the 
edition of Zohrab, separates the concluding 12 verses from the rest of the Gospel . . . Many of the oldest MSS., after the words 
e<po(3ouvro ycip. put the final EuayyeAtov Kara MapKOv, and then give the additional verses with a new superscription.” (Tregelles, 
Printed Text, p. 253). . . We are now in a position to understand the Armenian evidence, which has been described above, at p. 
36, as well as to estimate its exact value. 

452 

Euseb. apud Mai, iv. p. 264 = p. 287. Again at p. 289-90.—So also the author of the 2nd Homily on the Resurr. (Greg. 
Nyss. Opp. iii. 411-2.)—And see the third of the fragments ascribed to Polycarp. Patres Apostol., (ed. Jacobson) ii. p. 515. 

453 

I believe this will be found to be the invariable order of the Gospels in the Lectionaries. 

454 

This is the case for instance in Evan. 15 (= Reg. 64). S eefol. 98 b. 
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very thing which has happened in respect of one of the Codices at Moscow 455 ) what else could result 
when a copyist reached the words, 

EOOBOYNTO TAP. TO TEAOC 



but the very phenomenon which has exercised critics so sorely and which gives rise to the whole 
of the present discussion? The copyist will have brought S. Mark’s Gospel to an end there, of course. 
What else could he possibly do? .... Somewhat less excusably was our learned countryman Mill 
betrayed into the statement, (inadvertently adopted by Wetstein, Griesbach, and Tischendorf,) that 
“the last verse of S. John’s Gospel is omitted in Cod. 63:” the truth of the matter being (as Mr. 
Scrivener has lately proved) that the last leaf of Cod. 63,—on which the last verse of S. John’s 
Gospel was demonstrably once written,—has been lost 456 . 

XIV. To sum up. 


1. It will be perceived that I suppose the omission of “the last Twelve Verses” of S. Mark’s 
Gospel to have originated in a sheer error and misconception on the part of some very ancient 
Copyist. He saw TO TEAOC written after ver. 8: he assumed that it was the Subscription, or at least 
that it denoted “the End,” of the Gospel. 


2. Whether certain ancient Critics, because it was acceptable to them, were not found to promote 
this mistake,—it is useless to inquire. That there may have arisen some old harmonizer of the 
Gospels, who, (in the words of Eusebius,) was disposed to “regard what followed as superfluous 
from its seeming inconsistency with the testimony of the other Evangelists 457 ;”—and that in this 
way the error became propagated;—is likely enough. But an error it most certainly was: and to that 
error, the accident described in the last preceding paragraph would have very materially conduced, 
and it may have very easily done so. 

3.1 request however that it may be observed that the “accident” is not needed in order to account 
for the “error.” The mere presence of TO TEAOC at ver. 8, so near the end of the Gospel, would be 


455 

I allude of course to Matthaei’s Cod. g. (See the note in his N. T. vol. ix. p. 228. ) Whether or no the learned critic was right 
in his conjecture “aliquot folia excidisse," matters nothing. The left hand page ends at the words e<po(3ouvro yap. Now, if reAot; 
had followed, how obvious would have been the inference that the Gospel itself of S. Mark had come to an end there! 

Note, that in the Codex Bezae (D), S. Mark’s Gospel ends at ver. 15: in the Gothic Codex Argenteus, at ver. 11. The Codex 
Vercell. ( a ) proves to be imperfect from ch. xv. 15; Cod. Veron. ( b ) from xiii. 24; Cod. Brix. (/) from xiv. 70. 

456 

Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. lix. 

457 

See p. 227. 
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quite enough to occasion it. And we have seen that in very ancient times the word TEAOC frequently 
did occur in an altogether exceptional manner in that very place. Moreover, we have ascertained 
that its meaning was not understood by the transcribers of ancient MSS. 



4. And will any one venture to maintain that it is to him a thing incredible that an intelligent 
copyist of the iii century, because he read the words TO TEAOC at S. Mark xvi. 8, can have been 
beguiled thereby into the supposition that those words indicated “the End” of S. Mark’s 
Gospel? —Shall I be told that, even if one can have so entirely overlooked the meaning of the 
liturgical sign as to suffer it to insinuate itself into his text 458 , it is nevertheless so improbable as to 
pass all credence that another can have supposed that it designated the termination of the Gospel 
of the second Evangelist?—For all reply, I take leave to point out that Scholz, and Tischendorf, 
and Tregelles, and Mai and the rest of the Critics have, one and all, without exception, misunderstood 
the same word occurring in the same place, and in precisely the same way. 


Yes. The forgotten inadvertence of a solitary Scribe in the second or third century has been, 
in the nineteenth, deliberately reproduced, adopted, and stereotyped by every Critic and every 
Editor of the New Testament in turn. 


What wonder,—(I propose the question deliberately,)—What wonder that an ancient Copyist 
should have been misled by a phenomenon which in our own days is observed to have imposed 
upon two generations of professed Biblical Critics discussing this very textual problem, and therefore 
fully on their guard against delusion 459 ? To this hour, the illustrious Editors of the text of the Gospels 
are clearly, one and all, labouring under the grave error of supposing that “£(po(3ouvro yap + 
reXoq,”—(for which they are so careful to refer us to “Cod. 22,”)—is an indication that there, by 
rights, comes the “End” of the Gospel according to S. Mark. They have failed to perceive that 
TEAOC in that place is only a liturgical sign,—the same with which (in its contracted form) they 
are sufficiently familiar; and that it serves no other purpose whatever, but to mark that there a 
famous Ecclesiastical Lection comes to an end. 


With a few pages of summary, we may now bring this long disquisition to an end. 


458 

See above, p. 226. 

459 

So Scholz:—“hie [sc. 22] post yap + tcA. 0 dein atramento rubro,” &c.—Tischendorf,—“Testantur scholia . . . Marti 
Evangelium . . . versu 9 finem habuisee. Ita, ut de 30 fere Codd. certe tree videamus, 22 habet: etpo(3ouvro yocp + reAo<;. ev not, 
&c.”—Tregelles appeals to copies, “sometimes with reXop interposed after ver. 8,” (p. 254.)—Mai (iv. 256) in the same spirit 
remarks,—“Codex Vatican-palatinus [220], ex quo Eusebium producimus, post octavum versum habet quidem vocem reAot;, 
ut alibi interdum observatum fuit; sed tamen ibidem eadem manu subecribitur incrementum cum progredientibus sectionum 
notis.” 
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CHAPTER XII. 

GENERAL REVIEW OF THE QUESTION: SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE; AND 
CONCLUSION OF THE WHOLE SUBJECT. 

This discussion narrowed to a single issue (p. 244 ).—That S. Mark’s Gospel was imperfect from 
the very first, a thing altogether incredible (p. 246 ):—But that at some very remote period 
Copies have suffered mutilation, a supposition probable in the highest degree (p. 
248 ).—Consequences of this admission (p. 252 ).—Parting words (p. 254.) 

THIS Inquiry has at last reached its close. The problem was fully explained at the outset 460 . All 
the known evidence has since been produced 461 , every Witness examined 462 . Counsel has been heard 
on both sides. A just Sentence will assuredly follow. But it may not be improper that I should in 
conclusion ask leave to direct attention to the single issue which has to be decided, and which has 
been strangely thrust into the background and practically kept out of sight, by those who have 
preceded me in this Investigation. The case stands simply thus:— 

It being freely admitted that, in the beginning of the iv th century, there must have existed Copies 
of the Gospels in which the last chapter of S. Mark extended no further than ver. 8, the Question 
arises ,—How is this phenomenon to be accounted for? . . . The problem is not only highly interesting 
and strictly legitimate, but it is even inevitable. In the immediately preceding chapter, I have 
endeavoured to solve it, and I believe in a wholly unsuspected way. 

But the most recent Editors of the text of the New Testament, declining to entertain so much 
as the possibility that certain copies of the second Gospel had experienced mutilation in very early 
times in respect of these Twelve concluding Verses, have chosen to occupy themselves rather with 
conjectures as to how it may have happened that S. Mark’s Gospel was without a conclusion from 
244 | the very first. Persuaded that no more probable account is to be given of the phenomenon than that 

the Evangelist himself put forth a Gospel which (for some unexplained reason) terminated abruptly 
at the words £(po(3ouvto yap (chap. xvi. 8),—they have unhappily seen fit to illustrate the liveliness 
of this conviction of theirs, by presenting the world with his Gospel mutilated in this particular 
way. Practically, therefore, the question has been reduced to the following single issue:—Whether 
of the two suppositions which follow is the more reasonable: 



460 

Chap. 1. and II. 

461 

Chap. IV, VI—X. 

462 

Chap. Ill, V, and VIII. 
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First ,—That the Gospel according to S. Mark, as it left the hands of its inspired Author, was 
in this impeded or unfinished state; ending abruptly at (what we call now) the 8th verse of the last 

chapter:—of which solemn circumstance, at the end of eighteen centuries, Cod. B and Cod. ^ are 
the alone surviving Manuscript witnesses? ... or, 

Secondly, —That certain copies of S. Mark’s Gospel having suffered mutilation in respect of 

their Twelve concluding Verses in the post-Apostolic age, Cod. B and Cod. X are the only examples 
of MSS. so mutilated which are known to exist at the present day? 

I. Editors who adopt the former hypothesis, are observed (a) to sever the Verses in question 
from their context 463 :—( b ) to introduce after ver. 8, the subscription “KATA MAPKON 464 ”—(c) to 
shut up verses 9-20 within brackets 465 . Regarding them as “no integral part of the Gospel 466 ,”—“as 
an authentic anonymous addition to what Mark himself wrote down 467 ,”—a “remarkable Fragment,” 
“placed as a completion of the Gospel in very early times 468 ;”—they consider themselves at liberty 
to go on to suggest that “the Evangelist may have been interrupted in his work:” at any rate, that 
ts “something may have occurred, (as the death of S. Peter,) to cause him to leave it unfinished 469 .” 

245 I But “the most probable supposition” (we are assured) “is, that the last leaf of the original Gospel 

was torn away™.” 

We listen with astonishment; contenting ourselves with modestly suggesting that surely it will 
be time to conjecture why S. Mark’s Gospel was left by its Divinely inspired Author in an unfinished 
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Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford. 

464 

Tregelles, Alford. 

465 

Alford. 

466 

“Haec non a Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur idoneis.”—See the rest of Tischendorf s verdict, supra, p. 10; and 
opposite, p. 245. 

467 

Tregelles’ Account of the Printed Text, p. 259. 

468 

Alford’s New Test. vol. i. Proleg. [p. 38] and p. 437. 

469 

So Norton. Tregelles, and others. 

470 

This suggestion, which was originally Griesbach's, is found in Alford’s New Test. vol. i. p. 433, (ed. 1868.)—See above, 
p. 12. The italics are not mine. 
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state, when the fact has been established that it probably was so left. In the meantime, we request 
to be furnished with some evidence of that fact. 

But not a particle of Evidence is forthcoming. It is not even pretended that any such evidence 
exists. Instead, we are magisterially informed by “the first Biblical Critic in Europe,”—(I desire to 
speak of him with gratitude and respect, but S. Mark’s Gospel is a vast deal more precious to me 
than Dr. Tischendorf s reputation,)—that “a healthy piety reclaims against the endeavours of those 
who are for palming off as Mark’s what the Evangelist is so plainly shewn [where?] to have known 
nothing at cdl about 471 . ” In the meanwhile, it is assumed to be a more reasonable supposition,—(a) 
That S. Mark published an imperfect Gospel; and that the Twelve Verses with which his Gospel 
concludes were the fabrication of a subsequent age; than,—((3) That some ancient Scribe having 
with design or by accident left out these Twelve concluding Verses, copies of the second Gospel 
so mutilated become multiplied, and in the beginning of the iv th century existed in considerable 
numbers. 

And yet it is notorious that very soon after the Apostolic age, liberties precisely of this kind 
were freely taken with the text of the New Testament. Origen (A.D. 185-254) complains of the 
licentious tampering with the Scriptures which prevailed in his day. “Men add to them,” (he says) 
“or leave out, —as seems good to themselves 472 .” Dionysius of Corinth, yet earlier, (A.D. 168-176) 
remarks that it was no wonder his own writings were added to and taken from, seeing that men 
presumed to deprave the Word of God in the same manner 473 . Irenaeus, his contemporary, (living 
IN within seventy years of S. John’s death,) complains of a corrupted Text 474 . We are able to go back 
246 I yet half a century, and the depravations of Holy Writ become avowed and flagrant 475 . A competent 
authority has declared it “no less true to fact than paradoxical in sound, that the worst corruptions 
to which the New Testament has been ever subjected originated within a hundred years after it was 

composed 476 .” Above all, it is demonstrable that Cod. B and Cod. K abound in unwarrantable 
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Vide supra, p. 10. 

472 

Opp. vol. iii. p. 671. 

473 

Eusebius Eccl. Hist. iv. 23. Consider Rev. xxii. 18, 19. 

474 

Note the remarkable adjuration of Irenaeus, Opp. i. 821, preserved by Eusebius, lib. v. 20.—See Scrivener’s Introduction, 
p. 383-4. Consider the attestations at the end of the account of Polycarp’s martyrdom, PP. App. ii. 614-6. 
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Allusion is made to the Gnostics Basilides and Valentinus; especially to the work of Marcion. 

476 

Scrivener’s Introduction, pp.381-391. 
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omissions very like the present 477 ; omissions which only do not provoke the same amount of attention 
because they are of less moment. One such extraordinary depravation of the Text, in which they 
also stand cdone among MSS. and to which their patrons are observed to appeal with triumphant 
complacency, has been already made the subject of distinct investigation. I am much mistaken if 
it has not been shewn in my VIII th chapter, that the omission of the words ev ’Ecpeoto from Ephes. 
i. 1, is just as unauthorized,—quite as serious a blemish,—as the suppression of S. Mark xvi. 9-20. 

Now, in the face of facts like these, and in the absence of any Evidence whatever to prove that 
S. Mark’s Gospel was imperfect from the first,—I submit that an hypothesis so violent and 
improbable, as well as so wholly uncalled for, is simply undeserving of serious attention. For, 

(1st.) It is plain from internal considerations that the improbability of the hypothesis is excessive; 

“the contents of these Verses being such as to preclude the supposition that they were the work of 
a post-Apostolic period. The very difficulties which they present afford the strongest presumption 
of their genuineness.” No fabricator of a supplement to S. Mark’s Gospel would have ventured on 
introducing so many minute seeming discrepancies: and certainly “his contemporaries would not 
have accepted and transmitted such an addition,” if he had. It has also been shewn at great length 
that the Internal Evidence for the genuineness of these Verses is overwhelmingly strong 478 . But, 

(2nd.) Even external Evidence is not wanting. It has been acutely pointed out long since, that 
the absence of a vast assemblage of various Readings in this place, is, in itself, a convincing argument 
that we have here to do with no spurious appendage to the Gospel 479 . Were this a deservedly suspected 
passage, it must have shared the fate of all other deservedly (or undeservedly) suspected passages. 

It never could have come to pass that the various Readings which these Twelve Verses exhibit 
would be considerably fewer than those which attach to the last twelve verses of any of the other 
three Gospels. 

(3rd.) And then surely, if the original Gospel of S. Mark had been such an incomplete work as 
is feigned, the fact would have been notorious from the first, and. must needs have become the 
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See Chap. VI. 

478 

Chap. IX. 

479 

“Ad defendendum hunc locum in primis etiam valet mirus Codicum consensus in vocabulis et loquendi formulis singulis. 
Nam in locis TTapeyYpcmTOu;, etiam multo brevioribus, quo plures sunt Codices, eo plures quoque sunt varietates. Comparetur 
mode Act. xi,. 18, Matth. viii. 13, et loca similia.”—C. F. Matthaei’s Nov. Test. (1788) vol. ii. p. 271. 
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subject of general comment 480 . It may be regarded as certain that so extraordinary a circumstance 
would have been largely remarked upon by the Ancients, and that evidence of the fact would have 
survived in a hundred quarters. It is, I repeat, simply incredible that Tradition would have proved 
so utterly neglectful of her office as to remain quite silent on such a subject, if the facts had been 
such as are imagined. Either Papias, or else John the Presbyter,—Justin Martyr, or Hegesippus, or 
one of the “Seniores apud Irenaeum,”—Clemens Alexandrinus, or Tertullian, or Hippolytus,—if 
not Origen, yet at least Eusebius,—if not Eusebius, yet certainly Jerome,— some early Writer, I 
IX say, must certainly have recorded the tradition that S. Mark’s Gospel, as it came from the hands 

248 I of its inspired author, was an incomplete or unfinished work. The silence of the Ancients, joined 

to the inherent improbability of the conjecture,—(that silence so profound, this improbability so 
gross!)—is enough, I submit, in the entire absence of Evidence on the other side, to establish the 
very contradictory of the alternative which recent Critics are so strenuous in recommending to our 
acceptance. 

(4th.) But on the contrary. We have indirect yet convincing testimony that the oldest copies of 
all did contain the Verses in question 481 : while so far are any of the Writers just now enumerated 
from recording that these verses were absent from the early copies, that five out of those ten Fathers 
actually quote, or else refer to the verses in question in a way which shews that in their day they 
were the recognised termination of S. Mark’s Gospel 482 . 

We consider ourselves at liberty, therefore, to turn our attention to the rival alternative. Our 
astonishment is even excessive that it should have been seriously expected of us that we could 
accept without Proof of any sort,—without a particle of Evidence, external, internal, or even 
traditional,—the extravagant hypothesis that S. Mark put forth an unfinished Gospel; when the 
obvious and easy alternative solicits us, of supposing, 

II. That, at some period subsequent to the time of the Evangelist, certain copies of S. Mark’s 
Gospel suffered that mutilation in respect of their last Twelve Verses of which we meet with no 
trace whatever, no record of any sort, until the beginning of the fourth century. 

(i.) And the facts which now meet us on the very threshold, are in a manner conclusive: for if 
Papias and Justin Martyr [A.D. 150] do not refer to, yet certainly Irenaeus [A.D. 185] and Hippolytus 


480 

Speaking of the abrupt termination of the second Gospel at ver. 8, Dr. Tregelles asks,—“Would this have been transmitted 
as a fact by good witnesses, if there had not been real grounds for regarding it to be true ?”—(Printed Text , p. 257.) Certainly 
not, we answer. But where are the “good witnesses” of the “transmitted fact?” There is not to much as one. 

481 

See above, pp. 86-90. 

482 

See Chap. III. 
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[A.D. 190-227] distinctly quote Six out of the Twelve suspected Verses,—which are also met with 
in the two oldest Syriac Versions, as well as in the old Latin Translation. Now the latest of these 
authorities is earlier by full a hundred years than the earliest record that the verses in question were 
Lx ever absent from ancient MSS. At the eighth Council of Carthage, (as Cyprian relates,) [A.D. 256] 

249 | Vincentius a Thiberi, one of the eighty-seven African Bishops there assembled, quoted the 17th 

verse in the presence of the Council. 

(ii.) Nor is this all 483 . Besides the Gothic and Egyptian versions in the iv th century; besides 
Ambrose, Cyril of Alexandria, Jerome, and Augustine in the v th , to say nothing of Codices A and 
C;—the Lectionary of the Church universal , probably from the second century ofourcera, is found 
to bestow its solemn and emphatic sanction on every one of these Twelve Verses. They are met 
with in every MS. of the Gospels existence, uncial and cursive ,—except two 484 ; they are found in 
every Version; and are contained besides in every known Lectionary, where they are appointed to 
be read at Easter and on Ascension Day 485 . 

(iii.) Early in the iv th century, however, we are encountered by a famous place in the writings 
of Eusebius [A.D. 300-340], who, (as I have elsewhere explained 486 ) is the only Father who delivers 
any independent testimony on this subject at all. What he says has been strangely misrepresented. 
It is simply as follows:— 

(a) One, “Marinus,” is introduced quoting this part of S. Mark ’s Gospel without suspicion, and 
enquiring, How its opening statement is to be reconciled with S. Matth. xxviii. 1? Eusebius, in 
reply, points out that a man whose only object was to get rid of the difficulty, might adopt the 
expedient of saying that this last section of S. Mark’s Gospel “is not found in cdl the copies (pi) 
ev dirdai cpepeoOat.) Declining, however, to act thus presumptuously in respect of anything claiming 
to be a part of Evangelical Scripture, (ou5’ ottouv roApoov dBerdv roov ottoogouv ev rfj toov 
suayysAioov YP a( Pfi cpepopsvoov ,)—he adopts the hypothesis that the text is genuine. Kai 5rj rouSe 
too pspouq auyxoopoupsvou eivat aAqBouq, he begins: and he enters at once without hesitation on 


483 

See above, Chap. III. and IV. 

484 

“Habent periocham hanc Codices Graeci, si unum B excipias, omnes.” (Scholz, adopting the statement of Griesbach.)—See 
above, p. 70. 

485 

See above, Chap. X. 

486 

See above, pp. 66-68. 
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an elaborate discussion to shew how the two places may be reconciled^ 1 . What there is in this to 
countenance the notion that in the opinion of Eusebius “the Gospel according to S. Mark originally 
250 I terminated at the 8th verse of the last chapter,”—I profess myself unable to discover. I draw from 
his words the precisely opposite inference. It is not even clear to me that the Verses in dispute were 
absent from the copy which Eusebius habitually employed. He certainly quotes one of those verses 
once and again 488 . On the other hand, the express statement of Victor of Antioch [A. D. 450?] that 
he knew of the mutilation, but had ascertained by Critical research the genuineness of this Section 
of Scripture, and had adopted the Text of the authentic “Palestinian ” Copy 489 ,—is more than enough 
to outweigh the faint presumption created (as some might think) by the words of Eusebius, that his 
own copy was without it. And yet, as already stated, there is nothing whatever to shew that Eusebius 
himself deliberately rejected the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel. Still less does that Father 
anywhere say, or even hint, that in his judgment the original Text of S. Mark was without them. If 
he may be judged by his words, he accepted them as genuine: for (what is at least certain) he argues 
upon their contents at great length, and apparently without misgiving. 


0 b ) It is high time however to point out that, after all, the question to be decided is, not what 
Eusebius thought on this subject, but what is historically probable. As a plain matter of fact, the 
sum of the Patristic Evidence against these Verses is the hypothetical suggestion of Eusebius already 
quoted; which, (after a fashion well understood by those who have given any attention to these 
studies), is observed to have rapidly propagated itself in the congenial soil of the v th century. And 
even if it could be shewn that Eusebius deliberately rejected this portion of Scripture, (which has 
never been done,)—yet, inasmuch as it may be regarded as certain that those famous codices in the 
library of his friend Pamphilus at Caesarea, to which the ancients habitually referred, recognised 
IV it as genuine 49 °,—the only sufferer from such a conflict of evidence would surely be Eusebius 

251 I himself: (not S. Mark , I say, but Eusebius :) who is observed to employ an incorrect text of Scripture 

on many other occasions; and must (in such case) be held to have been unduly partial to copies of 

S. Mark in the mutilated condition of Cod. B or Cod. K. His words were translated by Jerome 491 ; 


487 

See above, pp. 41 to 51: also Appendix (B). 

488 

The reader is referred to Mai’s Nov. PP. Bibl vol. iv. p. 262, line 12: p. 264 line 28: p. 301, line 3-4„ and 6-8. 

489 

See above, p. 64-5: also Appendix (E). 

490 

P. 68 and note (d); p. 119 and note (m). 

491 

P. 51-7. 
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adopted by Hesychius 492 ; referred to by Victor 493 ; reproduced “with a difference” in more than one 
ancient scholion 494 . But they are found to have died away into a very faint echo when Euthymius 
Zigabenus 495 rehearsed them for the last time in his Commentary on the Gospels, A.D. 1116. 
Exaggerated and misunderstood, behold them resuscitated after an interval of seven centuries by 
Griesbach, and Tischendorf, and Tregelles and the rest: again destined to fall into a congenial, 
though very differently prepared soil; and again destined (I venture to predict) to die out and soon 
to be forgotten for ever. 


(iv.) After all that has gone before, our two oldest Codices (Cod. B and Cod. X) which alone 

witness to the truth of Eusebius’ testimony as to the state of certain copies of the Gospels in his 
own day, need not detain us long. They are thought to be as old as the iv th century: they are certainly 
without the concluding section of S. Mark’s Gospel. But it may not be forgotten that both Codices 
alike are disfigured throughout by errors, interpolations and omissions without number; that their 
testimony is continually divergent; and that it often happens that where they both agree they are 
both demonstrably in error 496 . Moreover, it is a highly significant circumstance that the Vatican 
Codex (B), which is the more ancient of the two, exhibits a vacant column at the end of S. Mark’s 
Gospel, —the only vacant column in the whole codex: whereby it is shewn that the Copyist was 
aware of the existence of the Twelve concluding Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel, even though he left 



them out 497 : while the original Scribe of the Codex Sinaiticus (&) is declared by Tischendorf to 

have actually omitted the concluding verse of S. John’s Gospel ,—in which unenviable peculiarity 
it stands cdone among MSS. m 


492 

P. 57-9. 

493 

P. 59-66. 

494 

P. 114-125. 

495 

P. 68-9. 

496 

Chap. VI. 

497 

See above, pp. 86 to 88. 

498 

Will it be believed that Tischendorf accordingly rejects that verse also as spurious; and brings the fourth Gospel to au end 
at ver. 24, as he brings the second Gospel to an end at ver. 8? For my own part—having (through the kindness and liberality of 
the Keeper of the Imperial MSS. at S. Petersburg, aided by the good offices of my friend, the Rev. A. S. Thompson. Chaplain 
at S. Petersburg,) obtained a photograph of the last page of S. John’s Gospel,—I must be allowed altogether to call in question 
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(I.) And thus we are brought back to the point from which we started. We are reminded that 
the one thing to be accounted for is the mutilated condition of certain copies of S. Mark ’s Gospel 

in the beginning of the fourth century; of which, Cod. B and Cod. X are the two solitary surviving 

specimens,—Eusebius, the one historical witness. We have to decide, I mean, between the evidence 
for this/act,—(namely, that within the first two centuries and a-half of our aera, the Gospel according 
to S. Mark suffered mutilation ',)—and the reasonableness of the other opinion, namely, that S. 
Mark’s original autograph extended no farther than ch. xvi. 8. All is reduced to this one issue; 
and unless any are prepared to prove that the Twelve familiar Verses (ver. 9 to ver. 20) with which 
S. Mark ends his Gospel cannot be his,—(I have proved on the contrary that he must needs be 
thought to have written them 499 ,)—I submit that it is simply irrational to persist in asseverating that 
the reason why those verses are not found in our two Codexes of the iv th century must be because 
they did not exist in the original autograph of the Evangelist. What else is this but to set unsupported 
opinion, or rather unreasoning prejudice, before the historical evidence of a fact? The assumption 
is not only gratuitous, arbitrary, groundless; but it is discountenanced by the evidence of MSS., of 
Versions, of Fathers, (Versions and Fathers much older than the iv th century:) is rendered in the 
highest degree improbable by every internal, every external consideration: is condemned by the 
deliberate judgment of the universal Church ,—which, in its corporate capacity, for eighteen hundred 
253 I years, in all places, has not only solemnly accepted the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel as 
genuine, but has even singled them out for special honour 500 . 

(II.) Let it be asked in conclusion,—(for this prolonged discussion is now happily at an 
end,)—Are any inconveniences likely to result from a frank and loyal admission, (in the absence 
of any Evidence whatever to the contrary,) that doubtless the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s 
Gospel are just as worthy of acceptation as the rest? It might reasonably be supposed, from the 
strenuous earnestness with which the rejection of these Verses is generally advocated, that some 
considerations must surely be assignable why the opinion of their genuineness ought on no account 
to be entertained. Do any such reasons exist? Are any inconveniences whatever likely to supervene? 

No reasons whatever are assignable, I reply; neither are there any inconvenient consequences 
of any sort to be anticipated,—except indeed to the Critics: to whom, it must be confessed, the 
result proves damaging enough. 


the accuracy of Dr. Tischendorf s judgment in this particular. The utmost which can be allowed is that the Scribe may have 
possibly changed his pen, or been called away from his task, just before bringing the fourth Gospel to a close. 

See Chap. IX. 

Chapter X. 
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It will only follow, 


(1st) That Cod. B and Cod. ^ must be henceforth allowed to be in one more serious particular 

untrustworthy and erring witnesses. They have been convicted, in fact, of bearing false witness in 
respect of S. Mark xvi. 9-20, where their evidence had been hitherto reckoned upon with the most 
undoubting confidence. 

(2ndly) That the critical statements of recent Editors, and indeed the remarks of Critics generally, 
in respect of S. Mark xvi. 9-20, will have to undergo serious revision: in every important particular, 
will have to be unconditionally withdrawn. 



(3rdly) That, in all future critical editions of the New Testament, these “Twelve Verses” will 
have to be restored to their rightful honours: never more appearing disfigured with brackets, 
encumbered with doubts, banished from their context, or molested with notes of suspicion. On the 
contrary. A few words of caution against the resuscitation of what has been proved to be a “vulgar 
error,” will have henceforth to be introduced in memoriam rei. 


(4thly) Lastly, men must be no longer taught to look with distrust on this precious part of the 
Deposit; and encouraged to dispute the Divine sayings which it contains on the plea that perhaps 
they may not be Divine, after all; for that probably the entire section is not genuine. They must be 
assured, on the contrary, that these Twelve Verses are wholly undistinguishable in respect of 
genuineness from the rest of the Gospel of S. Mark; and it may not be amiss to remind them the 
Creed called the “Athanasian” speaks no other language than that employed by the Divine Author 
of our Religion and Object of our Faith. The Church warns her children against the peril incurred 
by as many as wilfully reject the Truth, in no other language but that of the Great Head of the 
Church. No person may presume to speak disparagingly of S. Mark xvi. 16, any more. 


(III.) Whether,—after the foregoing exposure of a very prevalent and highly popular, but at the 
same time most calamitous misapprehension,—it will not become necessary for Editors of the Text 
of the New Testament to reconsider their conclusions in countless other places:—whether they 
must not be required to review their method, and to remodel their text throughout, now that they 
have been shewn the insecurity of the foundation on which they have so confidently budded, and 
been forced to reverse their verdict in respect of a place of Scripture where at least they supposed 
themselves impregnable;—I forbear at this time to inquire. 


Enough to have demonstrated, as I claim to have now 
done, that not a particle of doubt, that not an 
atom of suspicion, attaches to “the 
last Twelve Verses of the 
Gospel according to 
S. Mark.” 
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APPENDIX (A). 


On the importance of attending to Patristic Citations of Scripture .— 

The correct Text of S. Luke ii. 14, established. 

(Referred to at p. 22.) 

IN Chapter III. the importance of attending to Patristic citations of Scripture has been largely 
insisted upon. The controverted reading of S. Luke ii. 14 supplies an apt illustration of the position 
there maintained, viz. that this subject has not hitherto engaged nearly as much attention as it 
deserves. 

I. Instead of ev dvBpumou; euSoKta, (which is the reading of the “Textus receptus,”) Lachmann, 
Tischendorf, Tregelles and Alford present us with ev avBpojTioic; suSoKtaq. Their authority for this 
reading is the consentient testimony of the four oldest MSS. which contain S. Luke ii. 14 (viz. B, 

K,A,D): The Latin Versions generally (“in hominibus bonae voluntatis”)', and the Gothic. Against 
those are to be set, Cod. A (in the Hymn at the end of the Psalms); all the other uncials; together 
with every known cursive MS.; and every other ancient Version in existence. 

So far, the evidence of mere Antiquity may be supposed to preponderate in favour of EuSoKtaq: 
though no judicious Critic, it is thought, should hesitate in deciding in favour of euSoKta, even 
upon the evidence already adduced. The advocates of the popular Theory ask,—But why should 
the four oldest MSS., together with the Latin and the Gothic Versions, conspire in reading EuSoKtaq, 
if suSoKta be right? That question shall be resolved by-and-by. Let them in the mean time tell us, 
if they can,—How is it credible that, in such a matter as this, every other MS. and every other 
Version in the world should read suSoKta, if EuSoxia be wrong? But the evidence of Antiquity has 
not yet been nearly cited. I proceed to set it forth in detail. 
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It is found then, that whereas euSovdaq is read by none, euSovda is read by all the following 
Fathers:— 

(1) Origen, in three places of his writings, [i. 374 D: ii. 714 B: iv. 15 B,—A.D. 240.] 

(2) The Apostolical Constitutions, twice, [vii. 47: viii. 12 ad fin., —III cent.] 

(3) Methodius, [Galland. iii. 809 B,—A.D. 290.] 

(4) Eusebius, twice, [ Dem. Ev. 163 c: 342 B,—A.D. 320.] 

(5) Aphraates the Persian, (for whose name [supra, pp. 26-7] that of ‘Jacobus of Nisibis’ has 
been erroneously substituted), twice, [i. 180 and 385,—A.D. 337.] 

(6) Titus ofBostra, twice, [in loc., but especially in S. Luc. xix. 29 ( Cramer, ii. 141, line 
20),—A.D. 350.] 


(7) Gregory of Nazianzus, [i. 845 C,—A.D. 360.] 

(8) Cyril of Jerusalem, [A.D. 370], as will be found explained below. 

(9) Epiphanius, [i. 154 D,—A.D. 375.] 

(10) Chrysostom, four times, [vii. 311 B: 674 C: viii. 85 C: xi. 374 B expressly,—A.D. 400.] 

(11) Cyril of Alexandria, in three places, [Comm, on S. Luke, pp. 12 and 16. Also Opp. ii. 593 
A: vi. 398 C,—A.D. 420.] 

(12) Theodoret, [in Coloss. i. 20,—A.D. 430.] 

(13) Theodotus of Ancyra, [Galland. x. 446 B,—A.D. 430.] 

(14) Proclus, Abp. of Constantinople, [Gall, x. 629 A,—A.D. 434.] 

To which may be added the evidence of 

(15) Cosmas Indicopleustes, four times repeated, [Coll. Nov. PP., (Montfaucon,) ii. 152 A, 160 
D, 247 E, 269 C,—A.D. 535.] 

(16) Eulogius, Abp. of Alexandria, [Gall. xii. 308 E, — A.D. 581.] 

(17) Andreas of Crete, twice, [Gall. xiii. 100 D, 123 C,—A.D. 635.] 
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Now, when it is considered that these seventeen Fathers of the Church 501 all concur in exhibiting 
the Angelic Hymn as our own Textus Receptus exhibits it, —(viz. ev avBpdmou; suSovdct,)—who 
does not see that the four oldest uncial authorities for suSoKiaq are hopelessly outvoted by authorities 
l\ yet older than themselves? Here is, to all intents and purposes, a record of what was once found in 

259 I two Codices of the \\\ ni century, in nine of the W h \ in three of the v r/! ;—added to the testimony of 

the two Syriac, the Egyptian, the Ethiopic, and the Armenian versions. In this instance therefore 
the evidence of Antiquity is even overwhelming. 

Most decisive of all, perhaps, is the fact this was the form in which the Churches of the East 
preserved the Angelic Hymn in their private, as well as their solemn public Devotions. Take it, 
from a document of the v th century:— 

AO SA EN WICTOIC ©ECO 
KAI Eni THC EIPHNH 
EN AN0PGOnOIC EYAOKIA 502 

But the text of this Hymn, as a Liturgical document, at a yet earlier period is unequivocally 
established by the combined testimony of the Apostolical Constitutions (already quoted,) and of 
Chrysostom, who says expressly:—Euxapiorouvreq Aiyopsv, Ao^a ev uiJhaTou; ©ecu, vccd eni yfjc; 
dpqvq, ev avBpumou; euSoKia. [Opp. xi. 347 B.] Now this incontestably proves that the Church’s 
established way of reciting the Angelic Hymn in the W h century was in conformity with the reading 
of the Textus Receptus. And this fact infinitely outweighs the evidence of any extant MSS. which 
can be named: for it is the consentient evidence of hundreds,—or rather of thousands of copies of 
the Gospels of a date anterior to A.D. 4BB, which have long since perished. 

To insist upon this, however, is not at all my present purpose. About the true reading of S. Luke 
ii. 14, (which is not the reading of Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford,) there is clearly no 
longer any room for doubt. It is perhaps one of the best established readings in the whole compass 
of the New Testament. My sole object is to call attention to the two following facts:— 

(1) That the four oldest Codices which contain S. Luke ii. 14 (B, K. A, D, A.D. 32B-52B), and 
two of the oldest Versions, conspire in exhibiting the Angelic Hymn incorrectly. 


501 

Pseudo-Gregory Thaumaturgus, Pseudo-Basil, Patricius, and Marias Merecator are designedly omitted in this enumeration. 

502 

Codex A,—U(tvo<; eu)09t9v6<; at the end of the Psalms. 
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(2) That we are indebted t o fourteen of the Fathers (A.D. 240-434), and to the rest of the ancient 
Versions, for the true reading of that memorable place of Scripture. 

II. Against all this, it is urged (by Tischendorf) that,— 


1. Irenaeus sides with the oldest uncials.—Now, the Greek of the place referred to is lost. A 
Latin translation is all that survives. According to that evidence, Irenaeus, having quoted the place 
in conformity with the Vulgate reading (iii. c. x. § 41,—“ Gloria in excelsis Deo et in terra pax 
hominibus bonae voluntatis,”) presently adds,—“In eo quod dicunt, Gloria in altissimis Deo et in 
terra pax, eum qui sit altissimorum, hoc est, supercaelestium factor et eorum, quae super terram 
omnium conditor, his sermonibus glorificaverunt; qui suo plasmati, hoc est hominibus suam 
benignitatem salutis de caelo misit.” ( ed . Stieren, i. 459).—But it must suffice to point out (1) that 
these words really prove nothing: and (2) that it would be very unsafe to build upon them, even if 
they did; since (3) it is plain that the Latin translator exhibits the place in the Latin form most 
familiar to himself: (consider his substitution of “excelsis” for “altissimis.”) 


2. Next, Origen is claimed on the same side, on the strength of the following passage in (Jerome’s 
version of) his lost Homilies on S. Luke:—“Si scriptum esset, Super terram pax, et hucusque esset 
finita sententia, recto quaestio nasceretur. Nunc vero in eo quod additum est, hoc est, quod post 
pacem dicitur, In hominibus bonae voluntatis, solvit quaestionem. Pax enim quam non dat Dominus 
super terram, non est pax bonae voluntatis.” (Opp. iii. p. 946.) “From this,” (says Tischendorf, who 
is followed by Tregelles,) “it is plain that Origen regarded euSoidac; as the true reading; not 
euSovda—which is now thrice found in his Greek writings.”—But, 



Is one here more struck with the unfairness of the Critic, or with the feebleness of his reasoning? 
For,—(to say nothing of the insecurity of building on a Latin. Translation 503 , especially in such a 
matter as the present,)—How can testimony like this be considered to outweigh the three distinct 
places in the original writings of this Father, where he reads not euSovdac; but EuSoxi'a? Again. 
Why is a doubt insinuated concerning the trustworthiness of those three places, (“ut nunc reperitur,”) 
whore there really is no doubt? How is Truth ever to be attained if investigations like the present 
are to be conducted in the spirit of an eager partisan, instead of with the calm gravity of an impartial 
judge? 


But I may as well state plainly that the context of the passage above quoted chews that 
Tischendorf’s proposed inference is inadmissible. Origen is supposing some one to ask the following 
question:—“Since Angels on the night when Christ was born proclaimed ‘on earth Peace,’’ —why 


The old Latin Interpreter of Origen’s Commentary on S. Matthew seems to have found in Origen’s text a quotation from 
S. Luke ii. 14 which is not represented in the extant Greek text of Origen. Here also we are presented with “hominibus bonae 
voluntatis.” (Opp. iii. 537 C). We can say nothing to such second-hand evidence. 
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does our Saviour say, ‘I am not come to send Peace upon earth, but a sword? .... Consider,” (he 
proceeds) “whether the answer may not be this:”—and then comes the extract given above. Origen, 
(to express oneself with colloquial truthfulness,) is at his old tricks. He is evidently acquainted with 
the reading euSovdaq: and because it enables him to offer (what appears to him) an ingenious 
solution of a certain problem, he adopts it for the nonce: his proposal to take the words eipqvq 
euSovdaq together, being simply preposterous,—as no one ever knew better than Origen himself 504 . 



3. Lastly, Cyril of Jerusalem is invariably cited by the latest Critics as favouring the reading 
euSovdaq. Those learned persons have evidently overlooked the candid acknowledgment of De 
Touttee, Cyril’s editor, (p. 180, cf. bottom ofp. 162,) that though the MSS. of Cyril exhibit euSovda, 
yet in his editorial capacity he had ventured to print euSovdaq. This therefore is one more Patristic 
attestation to the trustworthiness of the Textus Receptus in respect of S. Luke ii. 14, which has been 
hitherto unaccountably lost sight of by Critics. (May I, without offence, remind Editors of Scripture 
that instead of copying, they ought in every instance to verify their references?) 

III. The history of this corruption of the Text is not hard to discover. It is interesting and 
instructive also. 


In the immediately post-Apostolic age,—if not earlier still,—some Copyist will have omitted 
the ev before dvBpojTiotq. The resemblance of the letters and the similarity of the sound (EN, AN,) 
misled him:— 


ENANGPCOnOIC 

Every one must see at a glance how easily the thing may have happened. (It is in fact precisely 
what has happened in Acts iv. 12; where, for ev dvBpumoiq, D and a few cursive MSS. read 
dvBpumoiq,—being countenanced therein by the Latin Versions generally, and by them only.) 

(2.) The result however—(5o^a ev uijiioroiq 0ecp veal eni yrjq eipqvq dvOpumoiq euSovda—was 
obviously an impossible sentence. It could not be allowed to stand. And yet it was not by any means 
clear what had happened to it. In order, as it seems, to force a meaning into the words, some one 
with the best intentions will have put the sign of the genitive (c) at the end of euSoKia. The copy 
so depraved was destined to play an important part; for it became the fontal source of the Latin 
Version, which exhibits the place thus: — Gloria in altissimis Deo, el in terra pax hominibus bonae 

voluntatis .It is evident, by the way, (if the quotation from Irenaeus, given above, is to be 

depended upon,) that Irena3us must have so read the place: (viz. eipqvq dvBpumoiq euSovdaq.) 


504 

Consider his exactly similar method concerning Eph. i. 1. (Supra, pp. 96-99.) 
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(3.) To restore the preposition (EN) which had been accidentally thrust out, and to obliterate 
the sign of the genitive (c) which had been without authority thrust in, was an obvious proceeding, 



Accordingly, every Greek Evangelium extant exhibits ev avBpdmou;: while all but four (B, K. A, 

D) read euSoKia. In like manner, into some MSS. of the Vulgate (e.g. the Cod. Amiatinus,) the 
preposition (“in”) has found its way back; but the genitive (“bonae voluntatis”) has never been 
rectified in a single copy of the Latin version.—The Gothic represents a copy which exhibited ev 
avBpdmou; suSoKiac ; 505 

The consequence is that .a well-nigh untranslatable expression retains its place in the Vulgate 
to the present hour. Whether (with Origen) we connect euSovdaq with dpqvq,—or (with the 
modems) we propose to understand “men of good pleasure,”—the result is still the same. The 
harmony of the three-part Anthem which the Angels sang on the night of the Nativity is hopelessly 
marred, and an unintelligible discord substituted in its place. Logic, Divinity, Documents are here 
all at one. The reading of Stephens is unquestionably correct. The reading of the latest Editors is 
as certainly corrupt. This is a case therefore where the value of Patristic testimony becomes strikingly 
apparent. It affords also one more crucial proof of the essential hollowness of the theory on which 
it has been recently proposed by Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles and the rest to reconstruct the 
text of the New Testament. 


To some, it may perhaps seem unreasonable that so many words should be devoted to the 
establishment of the text of a single place of Scripture,—depending, as that text does, on the insertion 
or the omission of a single letter. I am content to ask in reply,— What is important, if not the utterance 
of Heaven, when, at the laying of the corner-stone of the New Creation, “the Morning Stars sang 
together, and all the Sons of God shouted for joy?” 

IV. Only one word in conclusion. 

Whenever the time comes for the Church of England to revise her Authorized Version (1611), 
it will become necessary that she should in the first instance instruct some of the more judicious 
and learned of her sons carefully to revise the Greek Text of Stephens (155B). Men require to know 
precisely what it is they have to translate before they can pretend to translate it. As for supposing 
that Scholars who have been appointed to revise a Translation are competent at a moment’s notice, 
as every fresh difficulty presents itself, to develope the skill requisite for revising the original 
Text ,—it is clearly nothing else but supposing that experts in one Science can at pleasure shew 
themselves proficients in another. 


505 


From the Rev. Professor Bosworth. 
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But it so happens that, on the present occasion, that other Science is one of exceeding difficulty. 
Revisionists here will find it necessary altogether to disabuse their minds of the Theory of Textual 
Criticism which is at present the dominant and the popular one,—and of which I have made it my 
business to expose the fallaciousness, in respect of several crucial texts, in the course of the present 
work. 



I cannot so far forget the unhappy circumstances of the times as to close this note without the 
further suggestion, (sure therein of the approval of our trans-Atlantic brethren,) that, for a Revision 
of the Authorized Version to enjoy the confidence of the Nation, and to procure for itself acceptance 
at the hands of the Church,—it will be found necessary that the work should be confided to 
Churchmen. The Church may never abdicate her function of being “a Witness and a Keeper of 
Holy Writ.” Neither can she, without flagrant inconsistency and scandalous consequence, ally 
herself in the work of Revision with the Sects. Least of all may she associate with herself in the 
sacred undertaking an Unitarian Teacher,—one who avowedly [see the letter of “One of the 
Revisionists, G. V. S.,” in the “Times” of July 11, 1870] denies the eternal GoDhead of her Lord. 
That the individual alluded to has shewn any peculiar aptitude for the work of a Revisionist; or that 
he is a famous Scholar; or that he can boast of acquaintance with any of the less fa mi liar departments 
of Sacred Learning; is not even pretended. (It would matter nothing if the reverse were the case.) 
What else, then, is this but to offer a deliberate insult to the Majesty of Heaven in the Divine Person 
of Him who is alike the Object of the Everlasting Gospel, and its Author? 


APPENDIX (B). 

Eusebius “ad Marinum” concerning the reconcilement ofS. Mark xvi. 9 with S. Matthew xxviii. 

1 .” 

(Referred to at pp. 46, 47, 54, and 233.) 

SUBJOINED is the original text of Eusebisus, taken from the “Quaestiones ad Marinum” 
published by Card. Mai, in his “Nova Patrum Bibliotheca” (Romae, 1847,) vol. iv. pp. 255-7. 

I. nooq TTCtpct psv rep MatBcdtp orjie aa(3(3droov cpaiverai eY£Y £ PP^ V0 9 ° p, irapa 5e tco Mdpvcto 

up cot rfj pia toov aa(3(3dnov. 
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Toutou Sump av sip p Auaiq - 6 jjev yap [to KEtpaAaiov auTO del. 506 ?] Tpv touto cpaaKoucav 
nspiKonpv cxBetoov, d'noi av pip ev anaaiv auTpv cpepeaBai raiq avTiypacpoiq too Kara Mapnov 
EuayysAiou 1 ra youv &Kpi(3rj toov avTiypacpoov to raAoq nspiypacpEi Trjq Kara tov Mapnov iacopiaq 
ev raiq Aoyoiq tou ocpBevraq VEavianou raiq yuvai^i Kai dppnoToq auraiq “pip cpo(3eTaB£, ’Ipaouv 
^PTeite tov Natjappvov.” Kai raiq d;rjq, oiq emXeyev l ‘nai dnouaaaai dpuyov, Kai ouSevi ouSev 
sinov, £cpo(3ouvTO yap.” Ev toutoo yap oxeSov ev anaai raiq avTiypacpoiq tou Kara Mapnov 
EuayysAiou nEptyEypanTai TsAoq - ra be e^rjq airavioop ev tigiv aXX’ ouk ev naat (pspoptsva nspirTa 
av sip, Kai piaAiara Einsp e'xoiev avTiAoyiav Tfj toov Aomoov EuayysAicToov piaprapia. raura pisv 
ouv Eiiroi av Tip naparcoupiEvoq Kai navup avaipoov nEpirco spooTppia. ’AAAoq 5e Tip ouS’ otiouv 
ToApoov aBsTEiv toov onooaouv ev Tfj toov EuayysAioov ypcccpfj cpspopiEvoov, SmArjv sivai cppai Tpv 
avayvooaiv, obq Kai ev exepoiq noAAoiq, exaxepav xe napabexxeav unapxeiv, too pip piaAAov rauTpv 
EKEivpq, rj £K£ivpv rauTpq, napa raiq nicrroiq Kai EuAa(3£Giv EynpivEcBai. 

Kai 5p touSe tou pispouq auyxoopoupiEvou £ivai aApBouq, npoapnEi tov vouv SisppipvEUEiv tou 
dvayvooapiaToq' ei youv SisAoipisv Tpv tou Aoyou Siavoiav, ouk av Eupoipisv auTpv evavxiav raiq 
napa tou MaTBaiou oiJie aa($($dToov EypyspBai T ° v £a>Trjpa AEAsypiEvoiq - to yap “avacrraq be npool 
Tfj pia tou aa(3(3aTou” Kaxa tov Mapnov, ptETa SiaoToArjq avayvooaoptEBa - Kai piETa to avaoxaq 
be, unoori^opiEV 507, Kai Tpv Siavoiav acpopitjopiEV toov e^rjq EmAeyopiEVOOV. sira to pisv avaoxaq av, 
eni Tpv Trapa too MaTBaioo oijiE aa(3(3aToov. tote yap EypyspTO' to be d;rjq exepaq ov Siavoiaq 
unooraTinov, auvaij;oop£v raiq EniAsyopiEvoiq' npooi yap Tfj pia tou aa(3(3aTou ecpavp Mapia Tfj 
MaySaApvfj. touto youv eSpAooge Kai 6 ’Iooavvpq npooi Kai auToq Tfj pia tou aa(3(3aTou oocpBai 
auTov Tfj MaySaApvfj papTUTif|aaq. ouraq ouv Kai rrapa too MapKoo npooi Eipavp auTfj. ou npoot 
avaoTaq, aAAa noAu npoTEpov Kara tov MaTBaiov oijiE tou oa(3(3aTou. tote ydp avaoTaq Etpavp 
Tfj Mapia, ou tote aAAa npooi. obq napiaraoBai ev rauraiq Kaipouq Suo. tov psv yap Trjq avaoTaaEooq 
tov oijiE tou aa(3(3aTou, tov be Trjv tou EooTrjpoq Enicpavsiaq, tov npooi, ov Eyparjisv 6 Mapnoa sinoov 
(o Kai p£Ta SiaaraAfjq avayvoocTsov) avaaTaq 5d eixa unooTi^avTEq, to E^rjq ppraov, npooi Tfj pia 
tou aa(3(3aTou Etpavp Mapia Tfj MaySaApvfj, acp’ pq ek(3e(3Auk£i snra Saipovia. 


Vid. supra, p. 233. 

P.S. I avail myself of this blank space to introduce a passage from Theophylact (A.D. 1077) which should have obtained 
notice in a much earlier page:—’Avaorcu; 5e 6 ’Ipaout;' evrauSa art^ov, eira ettte - ttpwt ttpwrn aa(3(3arou eAavri Mapia rrj 
May5aAr|vfi. ou yap avearr| ttpwt (rii; yap oi5e ttore avearri;) aXX ecpavp ttpwt KUptaKfj ppepa (ai5rr| yap f| ttpwrr| rou aa(3(3arou, 
roureart, rr|<; e(35opd5o<;,) rjv avw etcaAeae ptav aa(3(3arwv [Opp. vol. i. p. 263 C.] 

It must be superfluous to point out that Theophylact also,—like Victor, Jerome, and Hesychius,—is here only reproducing 
Eusebius. See above, p. 66, note (c). 
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II. Ilcoq Kara tov MarBaTov oiJie aa(3(3dtoov r\ MaySaApvri T£0£ap£vp ti)v avaataoiv, Kata tov 
Tooavvr|v p autrj sotoaaa KAaia raxpa tco pvppdco tco pia tou aa(3(3atou. 

OuSev av (JpTp0£ip Kata Touq Toirouq, si to oiJie oa(3(3atoov pp Tpv EanEpivpv copav Tpv piEta 
Tpv pp£pav too aa(3(3atou AsysaBai uTioAd(3oip£v, coq tivsq uiiEiApcpaarv, aAAa to (3pa5u Kai oiJie 
Trjq vuKToq Trjq ]t£ta to aa(3(3atov, k.t.A. 


APPENDIX (C). 


Proof that HES YCHIUS is a copyist only in what he says concerning the end ofS. Mark’s Gospel. 

(Referred to at pp. 57-58.) 

§ 1. IT was confidently stated above (at p. 58) that Hesychius, discussing the consistency of S. 
Matthew’s oiJie toov aa(3(3atoov (chap, xxviii. 1), with the upon of S. Mark (chap. xvi. 9), is a copyist 
only; and that he copies from the “Quaestiones ad Marinum” of Eusebius. The proof of that statement 
is subjoined. It should perhaps be explained that the extracts in the right-hand column have been 
dislocated in order to shew their close resemblance to what is set down in the left-hand column 
from Eusebius 

(Eusebius.) (Hesychius, or Severus.) 


to oij;£ oa(3(3aToov pi) Tpv EaiTEpivpv copav 
Tpv p£ra Tpv pp£pav tou aa(3(3atou AiyEaBai 
UTToAa(3ovp£v.... 

aAAa to (3pa5u Kai Trjq vuKToq. 


to orjje oa(3(3aT(ov ou Tpv Eanipav Tpv pn:a 
Tpv Suaiv tou pAiou SpAoi.... 


aAAa _to (3pa5iov KainoAu SmaTpKoq_ 


outco yap Kai oiJie Trjq copaq d(o0ap£v Xeyeiv, 
Kai oiJie tou Kaipou, Kai orj^e Trjq xpdaq - ou Tpv 
eonepav SpAouvTEq, ouSetov p£Ta pAiou Suapaq 
Xpovov, to Se acpoSpa (3pa5iov toutco 
oppaivovTEq tco TpoTiip - 

o@£v coaiTEp SiEpppvsucov auToq EauTov 6 
MaT0aioq p£Ta to oijiE oa(3(3aTcav, EirpyayE Tfj 
ETucpcoaKouap siq piav aa(3(3aTcov. 


Kai yap tiou Kai ouTcoq ppiv auvpBsq AsyEiv, 
ocJie tou Kaipou TTapayEyovaq - oiJie Trjq copaq, oiJie 
Trjq xpeiaq’ ouxi Tpv eonepav, Kai tov p£Ta pAiou 
Suapaq xpovov SpAouaiv aAAa to (3pa5iov,... 

TOV TpOTTOV TOUTOV ppVUOUCl. 

6 MaT0aToq .... coaiTEp EpppvEucov EauTov, 
EirpyayE Tfj EiucpcoaKoucp siq piav ca(3(3aTcov. 
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’'E0oq 5s oAr|v ti)v £(35opa5a aa($($aTov aa($(3aTov 5s Tijv iraaav £(35opa5a KaAstv 
KaAeTv. 'E(3paioiq £0oq. 

AsyeTai youv irapa Toiq EuayysAiaTaiq rfj pia aunKa youv oi suayysAiatai rfj pia toov 
toov aa(3(3aTOOv oa(3(3dtoov cpacu 

sv 5s rfj auvr|0eia, Seuxepa oa(3(3droov, real outoo 5p Kai sv rfj auvr|0eia K£Kxppp£0a, 
tpirri aa(3(3dtoov. Sarcepav aa(3(3dtoov, Kai tpirr|v aa(3(3dtoov. 



(Eusebius ad Marinum, apud Mai, vol. iv. p. (Greg. Nyss. [vid. supra, p. 39 to 41.] Opp. vol. 
257-8.) iii. p. 402. 

§ 2. Subjoined, in the right-hand column, is the original text of the passage of Hesychius exhibited 
in English at p. 57. The intention of setting down the parallel passages from Eusebius, and from 
Victor of Antioch, is in order to shew the sources from which Hesychius obtained his materials,—as 
explained at p. 58:— 

(Eusebius.) (Hesychius, or Severus.) 


ra youv dKpt(3rj toov avTiypacpoov to TsAoq sv psv ouv Totq dKpi(3eatepoiq avTiypacpoq 
TTEpiypacpei Trjq Kata tov MapKov icrcopiaq iv to Kara MapKov suayyeAiov psxpi tou 
Totq Aoyoiq k.t.A. oiq eiuAeyer ... “Kai ouSevi “Ecpo($ouvTo yap,” s\s\ to TsAoq. 
ov5sv, sinov, ecpo(3ouvTo yap.” 


(Eusebius ad Marinum, apud Mai, iv. p. 255.) 
(Victor of Antioch 


EirsiSri 5s sv Ttat ... irpooKEiTai ... iv 5i tuh irpoaKErrai Kai raura. “Avaoraq” 
“Avaaraq” k.t.A. Sokei 5s touto Siacpoovstv too k.t.A. touto 5s EvavTiooaiv Tiva Sokei e'x£w irpoq 
utto MaT0aiou EipppEvoo_ Ta Epirpoa0£V EipppEva - 

[rrjq yap oopaq Trjq vuKToq dyvoocrcou 
Tuyxavouariq Ka0’ rjv 6 EooTijp av£OTr|, irooq 
EVTauOa avaoTrjvai “irpoot” yeypairTai; aAA’ 
ouSev svavTiov cpavtjaETai to ppTov, si] 

oirrooq dvayvooaopEOa' “Avacrraq 5s,” Kai \isx ETuaTijppq dvayvooaopEOa - Kai yap 
UTToaTi^avTEq EirayoopEV, “irpoot Tfj pia toov uiroau^ai 5 ei cuvETwq'“Avacrcaq 5 e,” Kai oirrooq 

ETraydyeiv, “irpoot irpooTp aa(3(3aToov sepavp 
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oa(3(3cn:oov ecpavq Mapia taj MaYSaA.rivfj'” i'va upooTov Mapia tfj MaySaAqvfj.” i'va to psv 
to pisv “avaorac;”— “avaoraq” 

(Victor Antioch., ed. Cramer, vol. i. p. 444, [exp rqv avacpopav aupcpoovax; Tto MarGatco, 
line 19 to line 27. npoc; tov 7rpoAa(3ovTa vcaipov, to be “upon” irpoq 

Tpv rfjq Mapiaq y £V0 4^ vt 1 v etncpavetav 
oaroSoBeip.] 


(Greg. Nyss. Opp. vol. iii. p. 411, B, C, D: 
which may be also seen in Cramer’s Catenae, 
[vol. i. p. 250, line 21 to line 33,] ascribed to 
“Severus, Archbishop of Antioch,” [Ibid. p. 
243.]) 



APPENDIX (D). 


Some account o/Victorof Antioch&#8217;s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel; together with an 
enumeration of MSS. which contain Victor’s Work. 

(Referred to at p. 60.) 

“APRES avoir examine avec soin les MSS. de la Bibliotheque du Roi,” (says the Pere Simon 
in his Hist. Crit. du N.T. p. 79,) ‘‘j’ai reconnu que cet ouvrage” (he is speaking of the Commentary 
on S. Mark’s Gospel popularly ascribed to Victor of Antioch,) “n’est ni d’Origene, ni de Victor 
d’Antioche, ni de Cyrille, ni d’aucun autre auteur en particulier. C’est un recueil de plusieurs Peres, 
dont on a marque les nom dans quelques exemplaires; et si ces noms ne se trouveut point dans 
d’autres, cela est assez ordinaire a ces recueils, qu’on appelle chaines 50S .” It will be seen from the 
notices of the work in question already offered, (supra, p. 59 to p. 65,) that I am able to yield only 
a limited acquiescence in this learned writer’s verdict. That the materials out of which Victor of 
Antioch constructed his Commentary are scarcely ever original,—is what no one will deny who 
examines the work with attention. But the Author of a compilation is an Author still; and to put 
Victor’s claim to the work before us on a level with that of Origen or of Cyril, is entirely to 
misrepresent the case and hopelessly to perplex the question. 


508 

Kollar, (editing Lambecius,—iii. 159, 114,) expresses the same opinion.—Huet ( Origeniana , lib. iii. c. 4. pp. 274-5,) has 


a brief and unsatisfactory dissertation on the same subject; but he arrives at a far shrewder conclusion. 
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Concerning Victor himself, nothing whatever is known except that he was “a presbyter of 
Antioch.” Concerning his Work, I will not here repeat what I have already stated elsewhere; but, 
requesting the Reader to refer to what was remarked at pp. 59 to 65, I propose to offer a few 
observations with which I was unwilling before to encumber the text; holding it to be a species of 
IX duty for those who have given any time and attention to a subject like the present to contribute the 
270 I result, (however slender and unsatisfactory it may prove,) to the common store. Let abler men 
enlarge the ensuing scanty notices, and correct me if in any respect I shall have inadvertently fallen 
into error. 


1. There exists a Commentary, then, on S. Mark’s Gospel, which generally claims on its front 
“Victor, Presbyter of Antioch,” for its Author 509 . A Latin translation of this work, (not the original 
Greek,) was, in the first instance, published at Ingolstadt in 1580 510 , by Theodore Peltanus. His 
Latin version found its way at once into “Bibliothecae,” (or Collections of Writings of the Fathers,) 
and has been again and again reprinted. 



2. The Greek text of Victor was first published at Rome by Peter Possinus in 1673, from a MS. 
existing somewhere in Germany; which Bathazar Corderius had transcribed and presented to 
Possinus about thirty years before. Corderius gave Possinus at the same time his transcript of an 
anonymous Commentary on S. Mark preserved in the Vatican; and Possinus had already in his 
possession the transcript of a third Commentary on the same Evangelist (also anonymous) which 
he had obtained from the Library of Charles de Montchal, Abp. of Toulouse. These three transcripts 
Possinus published in a well-known volume. It is to be wished that he had kept them distinct, instead 
of to some extent blending their contents confusedly into one 511 . Still, the dislocated paragraphs of 
Victor of Antioch are recognisable by the name of their author (“Victor Antiochenus”) prefixed to 
each: while “Tolosanus” designates the Toulouse MS.: “Vaticanus” (or simply “Anonymus”) the 
Vatican. 


The copies which I have seen, are headed,— BIKTOPOC (sometimes BIKtCOpOC) I1P£cBYt£pOY ANTIOx£lAC £PMHN£lA 

£lC TO KATA MAPKON £YArr£AION; or with words precisely to that effect. Very often no Author’s name is given. Rarely is 
the Commentary assigned to Cyril, Origen, &c .—Vide infra , N°. iii, xii, xiv, xix, xlviii. Also, N°. xlvii (comp, xxviii.) 

510 

Victoris Antiocheni in Marcum, et Titi Bostrorum Episcopi in Evangelium Lucae commentarii; ante hac quidem nunquam 
in lucent editi, nunc vero studio et opera Theodori Peltani luce sirnul et Latinitate donati. Ingolstad. 1680, 8vo. pp. 510. 

511 

“Ex hoc ego, quasi metallo triplici, una conflata massa, inde annulos formavi, quos singulos Evangelici contextus articulis 
aptatos, inter segue morsu ac nexu mutuo commissos, in torquem producerem, quo, si possern consequi, sancto Evangelistae 
Marco decus et ornamentum adderetur.”— Prcefatio : from which the particulars in the text are obtained. 


231 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


3. At the end of another century, (1775) C. F. Matthaei put forth at Moscow, with his usual skill 
and accuracy, a new and independent Edition of Victor’s Commentary 512 : the text of which is based 
on four of the Moscow MSS. This work, which appeared in two parts, has become of extraordinary 
rarity. I have only just ascertained (June, 1871,) that one entire Copy is preserved in this country. 

4. Lastly, (in 1840,) Dr. J. A. Cramer, in the first volume of his Catenae on the N. T., reproduced 
Victor’s work from independent MS. sources. He took for his basis two Codices in the Paris Library, 
(No. 186 and No. 188), which, however, prove to have been anciently so exactly assimilated the 
one to the other [infra, p. 279] as to be, in fact, but duplicates of one and the same original. Cramer 
supplemented their contents from Laud. Gr. 33, (in the Bodleian:) Coisl. 23: and Reg. 178 at Paris. 
The result has been by far the fullest and most satisfactory exhibition of the Commentary of Victor 
of Antioch which has hitherto appeared. Only is it to be regretted that the work should have been 
suffered to comb abroad disfigured in every page with errors so gross as to be even scandalous, 
and with traces of slovenly editorship which are simply unintelligible. I cannot bring myself to 
believe that Dr. Cramer ever inspected the MSS. in the Paris Library in person. Else would the 
slender advantage which those abundant materials have proved to so learned and accomplished, a 
scholar, be altogether unaccountable. Moreover, he is incorrect in what he says about them 513 : while 
his reasons for proposing to assign the work of Victor of Antioch to Cyril of Alexandria are 
undeserving of serious attention. 



On a comparison of these four Editions of the same work, it is discovered that the Latin version 
of Peltanus (1580), represents the same Greek text which Possinus gave to the world in 1673. 
Peltanus translates very loosely; in fact he paraphrases rather than translates his author, and confesses 
that he has taken great liberties with Victor’s text. But I believe it will be found that there can have 
been no considerable discrepancy between the MS. which Peltanus employed, and that which 
Possinus afterwards published.—Not so the text which Matthaei edited, which is in fact for the 
most part, (though not invariably,) rather an Epitome of Victor’s Commentary. On the other hand, 
Cramer’s text is more full than that of Possinus. There seem to be only a few lines in Possinus, here 
and there, which are not to be met with in Cramer; whereas no less than twenty-eight of Cramer’s 
pages are not found in the work of Possinus. Cramer’s edition, therefore, is by far the most complete 
which has hitherto appeared. And though it cries aloud for revision throughout; though many 
important corrections might easily be introduced into it, and the whole brought back in countless 
particulars more nearly to the state in which it is plain that Victor originally left it;—1 question 
whether more than a few pages of additional matter could easily be anywhere recovered. I collated 


512 

BIKTQPOI jtpea(3urepou ’Avnoxeiac; kou aAAwv nvwv dyiwv itarepwv e^ijariau; ei<; to Kara Maptcov ayiov evayyeXiov: ex 
Codd. Mossq. edidit C. F. Matthaei, Mosques, 1775. 

513 

P. xxvii-xxviii. 
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several pages of Cramer (Oct. 1869) with every MS. of Victor in the Paris Library; and. all but 
invariably found that Cramer’s text was fuller than that of the MS. which lay before me. Seldom 
indeed did I meet with a few lines in any MS. which had not already seen the light in Cramer’s 
edition. One or other of the four Codices which he employed seems to fill up almost every hiatus 
which is met with in any of the MSS. of this Father. 

For it must be stated, once for all, that an immense, and I must add, a most unaccountable 
discrepancy is observable between the several extant copies of Victor: yet not so much in respect 
of various readings, or serious modifications of his text; (though the transpositions are very frequent, 
and often very mischievous 514 ;) as resulting from the boundless license which every fresh copyist 
seems to have allowed himself chiefly in abridging his author.—To skip a few lines: to omit an 
273 I explanatory paragraph, quotation, or digression: to pass per saltum from the beginning to the end 
of a passage: sometimes to leave out a whole page: to transpose: to paraphrase: to begin or to end 
with quite a different form of words;—proves to have been the rule. Two copyists engaged on the 
same portion of Commentary are observed to abridge it in two quite different ways. I question 
whether there exist in Europe three manuscripts of Victor which correspond entirely throughout. 
The result is perplexing in a high degree. Not unfrequently (as might be expected) we are presented 
with two or even three different exhibitions of one and the same annotation 515 . Meanwhile, as if to 
render the work of collation (in a manner) impossible,—(1) Peltanus pleads guilty to having 
transposed and otherwise taken liberties with the text he translated: (2) Possinus confessedly welded 
three codices into one: (3) Matthaei pieced and patched his edition out of four MSS.; and (4) Cramer, 
out of five. 

The only excuse I can invent for this strange licentiousness on the part of Victor’s ancient 
transcribers is this:—They must have known perfectly well, (in fact it is obvious,) that the work 
before them was really little else but a compilation; and that Victor had already abridged in the 
same merciless way the writings of the Fathers (Chrysostom chiefly) from whom he obtained his 
materials. We are to remember also, I suppose, the labour which transcription involved, and the 
costliness of the skins out of which ancient books were manufactured. But when all has been said, 
I must candidly admit that the extent of license which the ancients evidently allowed themselves 


514 

To understand what is alluded to. the reader should compare the upper and the lower half of p. 442 in Cramer: noting that 
he has one and the same annotation before him; but diversely exhibited. (The lower part of the page is taken from Cod. 178.) 
Besides transposing the sentences, the author of Cod. 178 has suppressed the reference to Chrysostom, and omitted the name of 
Apolinarius in line 10. (Compare Field’s ed. of Chrys. iii. 529, top of the page.) 

515 

Thus the two notes on p. 440 are found substantially to agree with the note on p. 441, which = Chrys. p. 627. See also infra, 
p. 289. 
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quite perplexes me 516 . Why, for example, remodel the structure of a sentence and needlessly vary 
its phraseology? Never I think in my life have I been more hopelessly confused than in the 
274 I Bibliotheque, while attempting to collate certain copies of Victor of Antioch. 

I dismiss this feature of the case by saying that if any person desires a sample of the process I 
have been describing, he cannot do better than bestow a little attention on the “Preface” (fmoBecnq) 
at the beginning of Victor’s Commentary. It consists of thirty-eight lines in Cramer’s edition: of 
which Possinus omits eleven; and Matthaei also, eleven;—but not the same eleven. On the other 
hand, Matthaei 517 prolongs the Preface by eight lines. Strange to relate, the MS. from which Cramer 
professes to publish, goes on differently. If I may depend on my hasty pencilling, after SKKAqoiaiq. 
[Cramer, p. 264, line 16,] Evan. 300, [= Reg. 186, /o/. 93, line 16 from bottom] proceeds,—KAqpqq 
ev ektu) roov uttotutiojosojv (thirty-one lines, ending) xccpavcrrip eyevezo. 

On referring to the work of Possinus, “Anonymus Vaticanus” is found to exhibit so admirable 
a condensation (?) of the UTToOeaiq in question, that it is difficult to divest oneself of the suspicion 
that it must needs be an original and independent composition; the germ out of which the longer 
Preface has grown .... We inspect the first few pages of the Commentary, and nothing but perplexity 
awaits us at every step. It is not till we have turned over a few pages that we begin to find something 
like exact correspondence. 


As for the Work,—(for I must now divest myself of the perplexing recollections which the 
hurried collation of so many MSS. left behind; and plainly state that, in spite of all, I yet distinctly 
ascertained, and am fully persuaded that the original work was one,—the production, no doubt, of 
“Victor, Presbyter of Antioch,” as 19 out of the 52 MSS. declare):—For the Commentary itself, I 
say, Victor explains at the outset what his method had been. Having failed to discover any separate 
IX exposition of S. Mark’s Gospel, he had determined to construct one, by collecting the occasional 

275 | notices scattered up and down the writings of Fathers of the Church 518 . Accordingly, he presents 

us in the first few lines of his Commentary (p. 266) with a brief quotation from the work of Eusebius 
“to Marinus, on the seeming inconsistency of the Evangelical accounts of the Resurrection;” 
following it up with a passage from “the vi th [vii th P] tome of Origen’s Exegetics on S. John’s 
Gospel.” We are thus presented at the outset with two of Victor’s favorite authorities. The work of 


516 

Let any one. with Mai’s edition of the “Quasstiones ad Marinum” of Eusebius before him. note how mercilessly they are 
abridged, mutilated, amputated by subsequent writers. Compare for instance p. 257 with Cramer’s “Catenae," p. 251-2; and this 
again with the “Catena in Joannem” of Corderius, p. 448-9. 

517 

With whom, Reg. 177 and 703 agree. 

518 

p. 263, line 3 to 13, and in Possinus, p. 4. 
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Eusebius just named he was evidently thoroughly familiar with 519 . I suspect that he has many an 
unsuspected quotation from its pages. Towards the end of his Commentary, (as already elsewhere 
explained,) he quotes it once and again. 

Of Origen also Victor was evidently very fond 520 : and his words on two or three occasions seem 
to shew that he had recourse besides habitually to the exegetical labours of Apolinarius, Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, and Titus of Bostra 521 . Passages from Cyril of Alexandria are occasionally met 
with 522 ; and once at least (p. 370) he has an extract from Basil. The historian Josephus he sometimes 
refers to by name 523 . 

But the Father to whom Victor is chiefly indebted is Chrysostom,—whom he styles “the blessed 
John, Bishop of the Royal City;” (meaning Constantinople 524 ). Not that Victor, strictly speaking, 
"IX transcribes from Chrysostom; at least, to any extent. His general practice is slightly to adapt his 

276 I Author’s language to his own purpose; sometimes, to leave out a few words; a paragraph; half a 

page 525 . Then, he proceeds to quote another Father probably; or, it may be, to offer something of 


519 

Eusebius is again quoted at p. 444, and referred to at p. 445 (line 23-5). See especially p. 446. 

520 

What is found at p. 314 (on S. Mark v. 1.) is a famous place. (Cf. Huet’s ed. ii. 131.) Compare also Victor’s first note on 
i. 7 with the same edit, of Origen, ii. 125 C, D, which Victor is found to have abridged. Compare the last note on p. 346 with 
Orig. i. 284 A. Note, that aXkoc, 5e cpr|ai, (foot of p. 427) is also Origen. Cf. Possinus, p. 324. 

521 

See pp. 408,418, 442. 

522 

e.g. the first note on p. 311; (comp. Possinus, p. 95): and the last note on p. 323; (comp. Poss. p. 123.) Compare also Cramer, 
p. 395 (line 16-22) with Poss. p. 249.—I observe that part of a note on p. 315 is ascribed by Possinus (p. 102) to Athanasius: 
while a scholium at p. 321 and p. 359, has no owner. 

523 

e.g. p. 408, 411 (twice). 

524 

In p.418,—6 rrji; (3aaiAi5o<; itoAeux; ettiaKottot; ’Itoavvr|<;. For instances of quotation from Chrysostom, comp. V. A. p. 315 
with Chrys. pp. 398-9: p.376 with Chrys. pp. 227-8: p.420 with Chrys. p. 447, &c. 

525 

Take for example Victor's Commentary on the stilling of the storm (pp. 312-8), which is merely an abridged version of the 
first part of Chrysostom's 28 th Homily on S. Matthew (pp. 395-8); about 46 lines being left out. Observe Victor’s method 
however. Chrysostom begins as follows:—'0 p£v ouv AouKdt;, attaXAdtrcov eocutov too dttairr|0fivai rwv xpovtov rf[v ra^tv, 
out tot; etttEv. (Then follows S. Luke viii. 22.) teat 6 Maptcot; opoiux;. Outoi; 5e oux out tot;- aAAa taxi dtcoAouSiav £VTaO0a SiaTqpEi. 
Victor, because he had S. Mark (not S. Matthew) to comment upon, begins thus:—'0 p£v MapKOt; dttaAAdTTtov eocutov tou 
dttaiTri0fivai Ttov xpovtov tt|v ra^tv, outux; eittev, opoiux; 5 e teat 6 Aoukok;- 6 5e Mon:0aTo<; oux out tot;- aAAa teat aKoAou0iav 
£VTau0a 5ion:r|p£l. 
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his own. But he seldom gives any intimation of what it is he does: and if it were not for the occasional 
introduction of the phrase 6 psv cpr|ot or aXXoc, 5s apat 526 , a reader of Victor’s Commentary might 
almost mistake it for an original composition. So little pains does this Author take to let his reader 
know when he is speaking in his own person, when not, that he has not scrupled to retain 
Chrysostom’s phrases ey<x> 5s oipai 527 , &c. The result is that it is often impossible to know to whose 
sentiments we are listening. It cannot be too clearly borne in mind that ancient ideas concerning 
authorship differed entirely from those of modem times; especially when Holy Scripture was to be 
commented on. 

I suspect that, occasionally, copyists of Victor’s work, as they recognised a fragment here and 
there, prefixed to it the name of its author. This would account for the extremely partial and irregular 
K occurrence of such notes of authorship; as well as explain why a name duly prefixed in one copy 
277 I is often missing in another 528 . Whether Victor’s Commentary can in strictness be called a “Catena,” 
or not, must remain uncertain until some one is found willing to undertake the labour of re-editing 
his pages; from which, by the way, I cannot but think that some highly interesting (if not some 
important) results would follow. 

Yet, inasmuch as Victor never, or certainly very seldom, prefixes to a passage from a Father 
the name of its Author ;—above all, seeing that sometimes, at all events, he is original, or at least 
speaks in his own person;—I think the title of “Catena” inappropriate to his Commentary. 

As favourable and as interesting a specimen of this work as could be found, is supplied by his 
annotation on S. Mark xiv. 3. He begins as follows, (quoting Chrysostom, p. 436):—“One and the 
same woman seems to be spoken of by all the Evangelists. Yet is this not the case. By three of them 
one and the same seems to be spoken of; not however by S. John, but another famous person,—the 
sister of Lazarus. This is what is said by John, the Bishop of the Royal City.—Origen on the other 
hand says that she who, in S. Matthew and S. Mark, poured the ointment in the house of Simon the 
leper was a different person from the sinner whom S. Luke writes about who poured the ointment 


526 

e.g. V. A. p. 422 (from 6 pev cpr|aiv to aXXoc; 5e cpqatv) = Chrys. p. 460. Observe the next paragraph also, (p. 423,) begins, 
aXXoc; cpqatv.—So again, V. A. pp. 426-7 = Chrys. pp. 473-6: where aXXoc; 5e cpqatv, at the foot of p.427 introduces a quotation 
from Origen, as appears from Possinus, p. 324.—See also p. 269, line 1,—which is from Chrys. p.130, q tlx; 6 aXXoc; being the 
next words.—The first three lines in p. 316 = Chrys. p. 399. Then follows, aXXoc; 5e cpqatv. See also pp. 392: 407 (cpaat 
rtvet;—erepoc; 5e cpqatv): pp. 415 and 433. After quoting Eusebius by name (p.446-7), Victor says (line 3) aXXoc; 5e (pqatv. 

527 

e.g. V. A. p. 420 line 15, which = Chrys. p. 447. 

528 

e.g. Theod. Mops., (p. 414,) which name is absent from Cod. Reg. 201:—Basil, (p. 370) whose name Possinus does not 
seem to have read:—Cyril's name, which Possinus found in a certain place (p. 311), is not mentioned in Laud. Gr. 33fol. 100 
b, at top, &c. 
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on His feet in the house of the Pharisee.—Apolinarius 529 and Theodoras say that all the Evangelists 
mention one and the same person; but that John rehearses the story more accurately than the others. 
It is plain, however, that Matthew, Mark, and John speak of the same individual; for they relate 
that Bethany was the scene of the transaction; and this is a village-, whereas Luke [viii. 37] speaks 
of some one else; for, ‘Behold,’ (saith he) a woman in the city which was a sinner ,” &c., &c. 

But the most important instance by far of independent and sound judgment is supplied by that 
concluding paragraph, already quoted and largely remarked upon, at pp. 64-5; in which, after 
rehearsing all that had been said against the concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel, Victor vindicates 
their genuineness by appealing in his own person to the best and the most authentic copies. The 
Reader is referred to Victor’s Text, which is given below, at p. 288. 


It only remains to point out, that since Chrysostom, (whom Victor speaks of as 6 ev aytoiq, [p. 
408,] and 6 paxapioq, [p. 442,]) died in A.D. 407, it cannot be right to quote “401” as the date of 
Victor’s work. Rather would A.D. 450 be a more reasonable suggestion: seeing that extracts from 
Cyril, who lived on till A.D. 444, are found here and there in Victor’s pages. We shall not perhaps 
materially err if we assign A.D. 430-450 as Victor of Antioch’s approximate date. 


I conclude these notices of an unjustly neglected Father, by specifying the MSS. which contain 
his Work. Dry enough to ordinary readers, these pages will not prove uninteresting to the critical 
student. An enumeration of all the extant Codices with which I am acquainted which contain Victor 
of Antioch&#8217;s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel, follows:— 


(i.) Evan. (= Reg. 230) a most beautiful MS. 


The Commentary on S. Mark is here assigned to Victor by name; being a recension very like 
that which Matthaei has published. S. Mark’s text is given in extenso. 

(ii.) Evan. (= Reg. 189: anciently numbered 437 and 1880. Also 134 and 135. At back, 1603.) 
A grand folio, well-bound and splendidly written. Pictures of the Evangelists in such marvellous 
condition that the very tools employed by a scribe might be reproduced. The ground gilded. 
Headings, &c. and words from Scripture cdl in gold. 



Here also the Commentary on B. Mark’s Gospel is assigned to Victor. The differences between 
this text and that of Cramer (e.g. at fol. 320-3, 370,) are hopelessly numerous and complicated. 
There seem to have been extraordinary liberties taken with the text of this copy throughout. 

(iii.) Evan. 20 (= Reg. 188: anciently numbered 1883.) A splendid folio,—the work of several 
hands and beautifully written. 


529 

So in the Catena of Cordorius, in S. Joannem , p. 302. 
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Victor’s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel is generally considered to be claimed for Cyril of 
Alexandria by the following words: 

YnoeECIC EIC TO KATA MAPKON An ON EYArrEAION 
EK THC EIC AYTON EEIMHNEIAC TOY EN AriOIC 
KYPIAAOY AAES ANAPEIAC. 

The correspondence between Evan. 20 and Evan. 300 [infra, N°. xiv], (= Reg. 188 and 186), 
is extraordinary 530 . In S. Mark’s Gospel, (which alone I examined,) every page begins with the same 
syllable, both of Text and Commentary: (i.e. Reg. 186, fol. 94 to 197 = Reg. 188, fob 87 to 140). 

Not that the number of words and letters in every line corresponds: but the discrepancy is 
compensated for by a blank at the end of each column, and at the foot of each page. Evan. 20 and 
Evan. 300 seem, therefore, in some mysterious way referable to a common original. The sacred 
Text of these two MSS., originally very dissimilar, has been made identical throughout; some very 
ancient (the original?) possessor of Reg. 188 having carefully assimilated the readings of his MS. 
to those of Reg. 186, the more roughly written copy; which therefore, in the judgment of the 
possessor of Reg. 188, exhibits the purer text. But how then does it happen that in both Codices 
alike, each of the Gospels (except S. Matthew’s Gospel in Reg. 188,) ends with the attestation that 
it has been collated with approved copies? Are we to suppose that the colophon in question was 
added after the one text had been assimilated to the other? This is a subject which well deserves 
attention. The reader is reminded that these two Codices have already come before us at pp. 

118-9,—where see the notes. 

I proceed to set down some of the discrepancies between the texts of these two MSS.: in every 
one of which, Reg. 188 has been made conformable to Reg. 186:— 

(Cod. Reg. 186.) (Cod. Reg. 188.) 


(1) Matth. xxvi. 70. auTOOV Aeyoov 

auToov rravToov Aeyoov 

(2) Mk. i. 2. ooq 

KaOooq 

(3) ” 11. w 

aoi 

(4) ” 16. (3dAovTaq dpcpi($Aqorpov 

dpcpi(3dAovTac; dpcpi(3Aqcn:pov 


(5) Mk. ii. 21. TraAaiur ei 5e pq ye aipei an aurou TraAauIr el 5e pq, aipei to irAqpoopa auroo 

to TrAqpoopa 

(6) ” iii. 10. eOepaneuev eOepaneucev 

530 

I believe it will be found that Cod. Reg. 186 corresponds exactly with Cod. Reg. 188: also that the contents of Cod. Reg. 
201 correspond with those of Cod. Reg. 206; to which last two, I believe is to be added Cod. Reg. 187. 
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(7) ” iii. 17. too TaKO)(3ou Toncoopou 

(8) ” iii. 18. real MarOcdov Kai 0. Kai M. rov teAoavriv Kai 0. 

(9) ” vi. 9. jar] ev5uor|o0£ svSeSuaBai 

(10) ” vi. 10. psvere pdvars 


In the 2nd, 3rd, and 6th of these instances, Tischendorf is found (1869) to adopt the readings 
of Reg. 188: in the last four, those of Reg. 186. In the 1st, 4th, and 5th, he follows neither. 

(iv.) Evan. 24 (= Reg. 178.) A most beautifully written fol. 

Note, that this Codex has been mutilated at p. 70-1; from S. Matth. xxvii. 20 to S. Mark iv. 22 
being away. It cannot therefore be ascertained whether the Commentary on S. Mark was here 
attributed to Victor or not. Cramer employed it largely in his edition of Victor ( Catenae , vol. i. p. 
xxix,), as I have explained already at p. 271. Some notices of the present Codex are given above 
at p. 228-9. 

(v.) Evan. 25 (= Reg. 191: anciently numbered Colb. 2259: 1880. Folio: grandly written. 

3) 

No Author’s name to the Commentary on S. Mark. The text of the Evangelist is given in extenso. 

(vi.) Evan. 34 (= Coisl. 195.) A grand folio, splendidly written, and in splendid condition: the 
paintings as they came from the hand of the artist. 

At fol. 172, the Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victor. It will be found that Coisl. 23 
(infra, N°. ix.) and Coisl. 195 are derived from a common original; but Cod. 195 is the more perfect 
copy, and should have been employed by Cramer in preference to the other (supra, p. 271.) There 
has been an older and a more recent hand employed on the Commentary. 

(vii.) Evan. 36 (= Coisl. 20.) A truly sumptuous Codex. 



Some notices of this Codex have been given already, at p. 229. The Commentary on S. Mark 
is Victor’s, but is without any Author’s name. 

(viii.) Evan. 37 (= Coisl. 21.) Fol. 

The Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victor at fol. 117. It seems to be very much the 
same recension which is exhibited by Coisl. 19 (infra, N°. xviii.) and Coisl. 24 (infra, N°. xi.) The 
Text is given in extenso : the Commentary, in the margin. 


(ix.) Evan. 39 (= Coisl. 23.) A grand large fol. The writing singularly abbreviated. 
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The Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victor: but is very dissimilar in its text from that 
which forms the basis of Cramer’s editions. (See above, on N°. vi.) It is Cramer’s “P.” (See his 
Catenae, vol. i. p. xxviii; and vide supra, p. 271.) 

(x.) Evan. 40 (= Coisl. 22.) 

No Author’s name is prefixed to the Commentary (fol. 103); which is a recension resembling 
Matthaei’s. The Text is in extenso : the Commentary, in the margin. 

(xi.) Evan. 41 (= Coisl. 24.) Fol. 

This is a Commentary, not a Text. It is expressly claimed for Victor. The recension seems to 
approximate to that published by Matthaei. (See on N°. viii.) One leaf is missing. (See fol. 136 b.) 

(xii.) Evan. 50 (=Bodl. Laud. Graec. 33.) 4to. The Commentary here seems to be claimed for 
Cyril of Alexandria, but in the same unsatisfactory way as N°. iii and xiv. (See Coxe’s Cat. i. 

516.) 

(xiii.) Evan. 299 (= Reg. 177: anciently numbered 2242 3 ). 

The Commentary on S. Mark is Victor’s, but is without any Author’s name. The Text of S. 

Mark is given in extenso : Victor’s Commentary, in the margin. 

(xiv.) Evan. 300 (= Reg. 186: anciently numbered 692, 750, and 1882.) A noble Codex: but the 
work of different scribes. It is most beautifully written. 

At fol. 94, the Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Cyril of Alexandria, in the same equivocal 
manner as above in N°. iii and xii. The writer states in the colophon that he had diversely found it 
ascribed to Cyril and to Victor. (orAripooOri ouv Gsto (| eppqvda tou Kara Mapicov ayiou suayysAiou 
octto cpoovfjq, ev naiv eupov KupiAAou ’AAe^avSpeux;, ev aAAoiq 5e BiKTopoq npeafkiTepou.) 

See above, the note on Evan. 20 (N°. iii),—a MS. which, as already explained, has been 
elaborately assimilated to the present. 

(xv.) Evan. 301 (= Reg. 187: anciently numbered 504, 537 and 1879.) A splendid fol. beautifully 
written throughout. 

The Commentary on S. Mark is here claimed for Victor. 

(xvi.) Evan. 309 (= Reg. 201: anciently numbered 176 and 2423.) A very interesting little fol.: 
very peculiar in its style. Drawings old and curious. Beautifully written. 
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The Commentary is here claimed for Victor. This is not properly a text of the Gospel; but parts 
of the text interwoven with the Commentary. Take a specimen 531 : (S. Mark xvi. 8-20.) 

Kai e^eAOoucat ecpuyov caro rou pvripeiou. eixev 5e aOtac tpopoc real SKaraaic. etoc 5ia toov 
ETTaKoAouOouvToov cripaoov. 

Over the text is written 

M 

KEI 

(vcapsvov i.e. Text) and over the Commentary 

M 

EP 

(spprivda, i.e. Interpretation.) See the next. 

(xvii.) Evan. 312 (= Reg. 206: anciently numbered 968, 1058, 2283; and behind, 1604. Also 
A. 67.) A beautiful little fol. 

Contains only the Commentary, which is expressly assigned to Victor. This Copy of Victor’s 
Commentary is very nearly indeed a duplicate of Cod. 309, (N°. xvi.) both in its contents and in its 
method; but it is less beautifully written. 

(xviii.) Evan. 329 (= Coisl. 19.) A very grand fol. 

The Commentary on S. Mark is Victor’s, but is without any Author’s name. (See above, on N°. 
viii.) 

(xix.) Evan. 703, (anciently numbered 958: 1048, and Reg. 2330: also No. 18.) A grand large 
4 to . 


The Commentary is here claimed for Origen. Such at least is probably the intention of the 
heading (in gold capital letters) of the Prologue:— 

CPITENOYC nPOAOTOC EIC THN EPMHNEIAN TOY 
KATA MAPKON EYArrEAIOY. 



See on this subject the note at foot of p. 235. 
(xx.) Evan. 304 (= Reg. 194. Teller 1892.) 


531 

Note, that this recurs at fol. 145 of a Codex at Moscow numbered 384 in the Syr. Cat. 
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The text of S. Mark is here interwoven with a Commentary which I do not recognise. But from 
the correspondence of a note at the end with what is found in Possinus, pp. 361-3,1 am led to suspect 
that the contents of this MS. will be found to correspond with what Possinus published and designated 
as “Tolosanus.” 

(xxi.) Evan. 77 (Vind. Ness. 114, Lambec. 29.) Victor’s Commentary is here anonymous. 

(xxii.) Evan. 92 (which belonged to Faesch of Basle [see Wetstein’s Proleg.], and which Haenel 
[p. 658 b ] says is now in Basle Library). Wetstein’s account of this Codex shows that the 
Commentary on S. Mark is here distinctly ascribed to Victor. He says,—“Continet Marcum et in 
eum Victoris Antiocheni Commentarios, foliis 5 mutilos. Item Scholia in Epistolas Catholicas,” 
&c. And so Haenel. 

(xxiii.) Evan. 94 (As before, precisely; except that Haenel’s [inaccurate] notice is at p. 657 b.) 
This Codex contains Victor of Antioch’s Commentary on S. Mark, (which is evidently here also 
assigned to him by name-,) and Titus of Bostra on S. Luke. Also several Scholia: among the rest, I 
suspect, (from what Haenel says), the Scholia spoken of supra, p. 47, note (x). 

(xxiv.) In addition to the preceding, and before mentioning them, Haenel says there also exists 
in the Library at Basle, —“Victoris Antiocheni Scholia in Evang. Marci: chart 532 .” 

(xxv.) Evan. 108 (Vind. Forlos. 5. Koll. 4.) Birch (p. 225) refers to it for the Scholion given in 
the next article. (Append. E.) 

Evan. 129 (Vat. 358.) 

C C 


The Commentary is written along the top and bottom and down the side of each page; and there 
are references (a', (3', y) inserted in the text to the paragraphs in the margin,—as in some of the 
MSS. at Paris. Prefixed is an exegetical apparatus by Eusebius, &c. 



Note, that of these five MSS. in the Vatican, (358, 756, 757, 1229, 1445), the 3rd and 4th are 
without the prefatory section (beginning noAAoov sic; to Kata M.)— All 5 begin, MapKoq 6 
suaYY £ ^ iaT nC I n a ll but the 4th, the second paragraph begins oacpsorspov. 

The third passage begins in all 5, TooSuvapsT touto. Any one seeking to understand this by a 
reference to the editions of Cramer or of Possinus will recognise the truth of what was stated above, 
p. 274, line 24 to 27. 


532 

Catalogus Librorum MSS. Lips. 1830, 4to, p 656 b. 
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(xxvii.) Evan. 137 (Vat. 756.) The Commentary is written as in Vat. 358 (N°. xxvi): but no 
Author’s name is given. 

(xxviii.)EvAN. 138 (Vat. 757.) On a blank page or fly-leaf at the beginning are these words:—6 
dvdypacpoq (sic) ouroq ecrriv 6 Iferpoc; 6 rrjc; AaoSiKdaq done; Tcporiydrai toov aAAoov e^pyritoov 
svrauOa. (Comp. N°. xlvii.) The Commentary and Text are not kept distinct, as in the preceding 
Codex. Both are written in an ill-looking, slovenly hand. 

(xxix.) Evan. 143 (Vat. 1,229.) The Commentary is written as in Vat. 358 (N°. xxvi), but without 
the references; and no Author’s name is given. 

(xxx.) Evan. 181 (Xavier, Cod. Zelada.) Birch was shewn this Codex of the Four Gospels in 
the Library of Cardinal Xavier of Zelada ( Prolegomena , p. lviii): “Cujus forma est in folio, pp. 
596. In margine passim occurrunt scholia ex Patrum Commentariis exscripta.” 

(xxxi.) Evan. 186 (Laur. vi. 18.) This Codex is minutely described by Bandini {Cat. i. 130), 
who gives the Scholion {infra, p. 388-9), and says that the Commentary is without any Author’s 
name. 

(xxxii.) Evan. 194 (Laur. vi. 33.) Buaopoq 7Tp£o(3uT£pou ’Avuoxevap £ppqvda d<; to Kara 
MapKOV evayyeXxov. (See the description of this Codex in Bandini’s Cat. i. 158.) 

(xxxiii.) Evan. 195 (Laur. vi. 34.) This Codex seems to correspond in its contents with N°. xxxi. 
supra: the Commentary containing the Scholion, and being anonymous. (See Bandini, p. 161.) 

(xxxiv.) Evan. 197 (Laur. viii. 14.) The Commentary, (which is Victor’s, but has no Author’s 
name prefixed,) is defective at the end. (See Bandini, p. 355.) 

(xxxv.) Evan 210 (Venet. 27.) “Conveniunt initio Commentarii eum iis qui Victori Antiocheno 
Id tribuuntur, progressu autem discrepant.” (Theupoli Graeca D. Marci Bibl. Coclcl. MSS. Venet. 

285 | 1740.) I infer that the work is anonymous. 

(xxxvi.) Venet. 495. “Victoris Antiocheni Presbyteri expositio in Evangelium Marci, collecta 
ex diversis Patribus.” (I obtain this reference from the Catalogue of Theupolus.) 

(xxxvii.) Evan. 215 (Venet. 544.) I presume, from the description in the Catalogue of Theupolus, 
that this Codex also contains a copy of Victor’s Commentary. 

(xxxviii.) Evan. 221 (Vind. Ness. 117, Lambec. 38). Kollar has a long note (B) [iii. 157] on the 
Commentary, which has no Author’s name prefixed. Birch (p. 225) refers to it for the purpose 
recorded under N°. xxv. 
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(xxxix.) Evan. 222 (Vind. Ness. 180, Lambec. 39.) The Commentary is anonymous. Birch 
refers to it, as before. 


Add the following six MSS. at Moscow, concerning which, see Matthaei’s Nov. Test. (1788) 
vol. ii. p. xii.:— 

(xl.) Evan. 237 (This is Matthaei’s d or D [described in his N. T. ix. 242. Also Viet. Ant. 137.] 
“SS. Synod. 42:”) and is one of the MSS. employed by Matthaei in his ed. of Victor.—The 
Commentary on S. Mark has no Author’s name prefixed. 

(xli.) Evan. 238 (Matthaei’s e or B [described in his N. T. ix. 200. Also Viet. Ant. ii. 141.] “SS. 
Synod. 48.”) This Codex formed the basis of Matthaei’s ed. of Victor, [See the Not. Codcl. MSS. 
at the end of vol. ii. p. 123. Also N. T. ix. 202.] The Commentary on S. Mark is anonymous. 

(xlii.) Evan. 253 (Matthaei’s 10 [described in his N. T. ix. 234.] It was lent him by Archbishop 
Nicephorus.) Matthaei says (p. 236) that it corresponds with a ( our Evan. 259). No Author’s name 
is prefixed to the Commentary on S. Mark. 



(xliii.) Evan. 255 (Matthaei’s 12 [described in his N.T. ix. 222. Also Viet. Ant. ii. 133.] “SS. 
Synod. 139.” The Scholia on S. Mark are here entitled s^riyriTiKcd evcA-oyai, and (as in 14) are few 
in number. For some unexplained reason, in his edition of Victor of Antioch, Matthaei saw fit to 
designate this MS. as “B.” [N. T. ix. 224 note.] .... See by all means, infra, the “Postscript.” 

(xliv.) Evan. 256 (Matthaei’s 14 [described in his N. T. ix. 220.] “Bibl. Typ. Synod. 3.”) The 
Commentary on S. Mark is here assigned to Victor; presbyter of Antioch; but the Scholia are said 
to be (as in “12” [N°. xxxix]) few in number. 


(xlv.) Evan. 259 (Matthaei’s a or A [described in his N. T. ix. 237. Also Viet. Ant. ii. 128.] “SS. 
Synod. 45.”) This is one of the MSS. employed by Matthaei in his ed. of Victor. No Author’s name 
is prefixed to the Commentary. 

(xlvi.) Evan. 332 (Taurin. xx b iv. 20.) Victor’s Commentary is here given anonymously. (See 
the Catalogue of Pasinus, P. i. p. 91.) 

(xlvii.) Evan. 353 (Ambros. M. 93): with the same Commentary as Evan. 181, (i.e. N°. xxx.) 

(xlviii.) Evan. 374 (Vat. 1445.) Written continuously in a very minute character. The 
Commentary is headed (in a later Greek hand) + epppvda nerpou AaoSncdaq dq rouq 5' ayfiouq] 
suayysAioraq + This is simply a mistake. No such Work exists: and the Commentary on the second 
Evangelist is that of Victor. (See No . xxviii.) 

(xlix.) Evan. 428 (Monacensis 38 E Augsburg 11): said to be duplicate of Evan. 300 (i.e. of N°. 
xiv.) 
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(1.) Evan. 432 (Monacensis 99.) The Commentary contained in this Codex is evidently assigned 
to Victor. 

(li.) Evan. 7 pe (ix. 3. 471.) A valuable copy of the Four Gospels, dated 1062; which Edw. de 
Muralto (in his Catalogue of the Greek MSS. in the Imperial Library at Petersburg) says contains 
the Commentary of Victor Ant. (See Scrivener’s Introduction , p. 178.). 

(lii.) At Toledo, in the “Biblioteca de la Iglesia Mayor,” Haenel [p. 885] mentions:— “Victor 
Antiochenus Comm. Graec. in iv. [?] Evangelia saec. xiv. membr. fol.” 

To this enumeration, (which could certainly be very extensively increased,) will probably have 
to be added the following:— 

Evan. 146 (Palatine-Vat. 5.) 

Evan. 233 (Escurial Y. ii. 8.) 

Evan. 373 (Vat. 1423.) 

Evan. 379 (Vat. 1769.) 

Evan. 427 (Monacensis 465, Augsburg 10.) 

Middle Hill, N°. 13,975,—a MS. in the collection of Sir Thomas Phillipps. 

In conclusion, it can scarcely require to be pointed out that Victor&#8217;s Commentary,—of 
which the Church in her palmiest days shewed herself so careful to multiply copies, and of which 
there survive to this hour such a vast number of specimens,—must needs anciently have enjoyed 
very peculiar favour. It is evident, in fact, that an Epitome of Chrysostom’s Homilies on S. Matthew, 
together with Victor&#8217;s compilation on S. Mark ,—Titus of Bostra on S. Luke,—and a work 
in the main derived from Chrysostom’s Homilies on S. John;—that these four constituted the 
established Commentary of ancient Christendom on the fourfold Gospel. Individual copyists, no 
doubt, will have been found occasionally to abridge certain of the Annotations, and to omit others: 
or else, out of the multitude of Scholia by various ancient Fathers which were evidently once in 
circulation, and must have been held in very high esteem,—(Irenaeus, Origen, Ammonius, Eusebius, 
Apolinarius, Cyril, Chrysostom, the Gregorys, Basil, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Theodore of 
Heraclea,) they will have introduced extracts according to their individual caprice. In this way, the 
general sameness of the several copies is probably to be accounted for, while their endless 
discrepancy in matters of detail is perhaps satisfactorily explained. 

These last remarks are offered in the way of partial elucidation of the difficulty pointed out 
above, at pp. 272-4. 



245 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 



APPENDIX (E). 


Text of the concluding Scholion of Victor of Antioch&# 82 17;s Commentary on S. Mark’s 
Gospel; in which Victor bears emphatic testimony to the genuineness of “the last Twelve Verses. ” 

(Referred to at p. 65.) 

I HAVE thought this very remarkable specimen of the method of an ancient and (as I think) 
unjustly neglected Commentator, deserving of extraordinary attention. Besides presenting the 
reader, therefore, with what seems to be a fair approximation to the original text of the passage, I 
have subjoined as many various readings as have come to my knowledge. It is hoped that they are 
given with tolerable exactness; but I have been too often obliged to depend on printed books and 
the testimony of others. I can at least rely on the readings furnished me from the Vatican. 

The text chiefly followed is that of Coisl. 20, (in the Paris Library,—our Evan. 36;) supplemented 
by several other MSS., which, for convenience, I have arbitrarily designated by the letters of the 
alphabet as under 533 . 


Ei be Kai to “Avaordc; 534 be up cut Tipcorri oa(3(3dtou ecpavp npcutov Mapia tfj May5aA.r|vfj,” vccd 
ra e^fjp erucpepopeva, ev tcu Kata Mapvcov euayyeAicu napa 535 nXexoxoxc, dvriypacpoiq on Kdvtai 536 , 
(cue; vs0a yap evopuaav aura uvsq eivai 537 .) aAA’ fjpieiq e ^ dvcpi(3cuv dvriypacpcuv, cup ev irAeiorou; 



533 

Reg. 177 = A: 178 = B: 230 = C .-Coisl. 19 = D: 20 = E: 21 = F: 22 = G: 24 = H.— Matthaei’s d or D = I: his e or E = J: 
his 12 = K: his a or A = L—Vat. 358: = M: 756 = N: 757 = O: 1229 = P: 1445 = Q.—Vinci Roll. 4 Forlos. 5 = R.— Xav. de 
Zelada = S .—Laur. 18 = T: 34 = U .—Venet. 27 = V.—Vind. Lamb. 38 = W: 39 = X. 

534 

So B—E (which I chiefly follow) begins,—To 5e avaaraq. 

535 

B begins thus,—Ei 5e teat to avaaraq 5e ttpun pera ra etntpepopeva Jtapa. It is at this word (itapa) that most copies of the 
present scholion (A, C, D, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P, Q, R, S, T. U, V, W, X) begin. 

536 

So far (except in its opening phrase) E. But C, D, F, H, I, J, K. L. M, N, O, P, T, begin,—napa ttAetaroiq avrvypatpotq ou 
Kervrat [I, ou Karat: J, ouk iqv 5e] raura ra [M, 0, T om. ra] ettupepopeva ev [D, F, H om. ev] ttp Kara MapKov [B, ev to) ttapovn] 
euayYAttp. 

537 

So I, J, K, L, and II. P proceeds,—wq vo0a voptaOevra rtatv etvat. But B. C, D, E, F. G, M, N, O, T exhibit,—wq vo0a 
voptaavreq aura rtveq [B om. rtveq] etvat. On the other hand, A and Q begin and proceed as follows,—napa ttAetarotq avrrypatpotq 
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supovxsq aura 538 , Kata to naAcaarivcaov euayyeAiov Mapvcou, ax; e'xsi ij aAqGeia, auvreBeiKapisv 539 
Kai rqv sv aurw smcpspopovriv SeairoTiKriv avaataaiv, pexa to “£cpo(3ouvTO yap 540 .” touteotiv 
card too “avaardc; be uponnpu)Tr| ca(3($dxou,” vccd k a0’ qdxpi tou “5ia toov nraKoAouGouvToov 
aripiEioov. ’Aprjv 541 .” 


More pains than enough (it will perhaps be thought) have been taken to exhibit accurately this 
short Scholion. And yet, it has not been without design (the reader may be sure) that so many 
various readings have been laboriously accumulated. The result, it is thought, is eminently instructive, 
and (to the student of Ecclesiastical Antiquity) important also. 

For it will be perceived by the attentive reader that not more than two or three of the multitude 
of various readings afforded by this short Scholion can have possibly resulted from careless 
transcription 542 . The rest have been unmistakably occasioned by the merest licentiousness: every 
fresh Copyist evidently considering himself at liberty to take just whatever liberties he pleased with 
the words before him. To amputate, or otherwise to mutilate; to abridge; to amplify; to transpose; 

IX to remodel;—this has been the rule with all. The types (so to speak) are reducible to two, or at most 

290 | to three; but the varieties are almost as numerous us the MSS. of Victor’s work. 

And yet it is impossible to doubt that this Scholion was originally one, and one only. 
Irrecoverable perhaps, in some of its minuter details, as the actual text of Victor may be, it is 
nevertheless self-evident that in the main we are in possession of what he actually wrote on this 


raura ra [Q om. ra] EtutpEpopEva £v [A om. £v] rto Kara MapKov EuayyeAttp top vo0a voptaavrEp rtvEp [Q, rtvap (a clerical 
error): A om. rtvsp] ouK£0r|Kav. 

So B. except that it omits cop. So also, A. D, E, F, G, H, J. M, N. O, P, Q, T, except that they begin the sentence, r|p£tp 5e. 

So D, E. F, G, H, J, M, N, O, P, T: also B and Q, except that they prefix Kat to Kara to n. B is peculiar in reading,—top 
£X£t n aAr|0£ta MapKou (transposing MapKou): while C and P read,—optop r|p£ip e( aKpt(3cov avrtypatpcov Kat tiAaaTtov ou pr|v 
aAAa Kat ev rto naAatartvatco EuayY^tto MapKou Eupovrep aura top Exet n aAr|0£ta auvr£0£tKap£v. 

So all, apparently: except that P reads £pcp£pop£vr|v for £Jutp£pop£vr|v; and M, after avaaraatv inserts £5r|Atoaap£v, with 
a point (.) before p£ra: while C and P (after avaaraatv,) proceed,—Kat rr|v [C, Etta] avaArpjuv Kat Ka0£5pav ek SE^ttov rou 
narpop to TtpETiEt r| 5o^a Kat r| rtpr| vuv Kat Etp roup attovap. apr|v. But J [and I think, H] (after yap) proceeds,—5to 5o(av 
avattEptJJtopEv rto avaaravrt ek VEKptov Xptarto rto 0£to pptov apa rco avapxco narpt Kat (toottotto nvEupart vuv Kat a£t Kat 
Etp roup attovap rcov attovtov. apr|v. 

So B. All, except B, C, H, J, P seem to end at £<po(3ouvro yap- 

e.g. ouk f[v 5 e for ou KElvrat. 
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occasion. In spite of all the needless variations observable in the manner of stating a certain fact, 
it is still unmistakably one and the same fact which is every time stated. It is invariably declared,— 

(1.) That from certain copies of S. Mark’s Gospel the last Twelve Verses had been left out; 
and (2) That this had been done because their genuineness had been by certain persons suspected: 
but, (3) That the Writer, convinced of their genuineness, had restored them to their rightful place; 
(4) Because he had found them in accurate copies, and in the authentic Palestinian copy, which had 
supplied him with his exemplar. 


It is obvious to suggest that after familiarizing ourselves with this specimen of what proves to 
have been the licentious method of the ancient copyists in respect of the text of au early Father, we 
are in a position to approach more intelligently the Commentary of Victor itself; and, to some 
extent, to understand how it comes to pass that so many liberties have been taken with it throughout. 
The Reader is reminded of what has been already offered on this subject at pp. 272-3. 



APPENDIX (F). 

On the Relative antiquity of the Codex Vaticanus (B), and the Codex Sinaiticus (). 

(Referred to at p. 70.) 

I. “Vix differt aetate a Codice Sinaitico,” says Tischendorf, (ed. 8 va, 1869, p. ix,) speaking of 
the Codex Vaticanus (B). Yet does he perpetually designate his own Sinaitic Codex () as “omnium 
antiquissimus.” Now, 

(1) The (all but unique) sectional division of the Text of Codex B,—confessedly the oldest 
scheme of chapters extant, is in itself a striking note of primitiveness. The author of the Codex 
knew nothing, apparently, of the Eusebian method. But I venture further to suggest that the following 

peculiarities in Codex X unmistakably indicate for it a later date than Codex B. 

(2) Cod. N, (like C, and other later MSS.,) is broken up into short paragraphs throughout. The 
Vatican Codex, on the contrary, has very few breaks indeed: e.g. it is without break of any sort 

from S. Matth. xvii. 24 to xx. 17: whereas, within the same limits, there are in Cod. K as many as 
thirty interruptions of the context. From S. Mark xiii. 1 to the end of the Gospel the text is absolutely 

continuous in Cod. B, except in one place: but in Cod. K it is interrupted upwards of fifty times. 
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Again: from S. Luke xvii. 11, to the end of the Gospel there is but one break in Cod. B. But it is 
broken into well nigh an hundred and fifty short paragraphs in Cod. X. 

There can be no doubt that the unbroken text of Codex B, (resembling the style of the papyrus 
of Hyperides published by Mr. Babington,) is the more ancient. The only places where it 

approximates to the method of Cod. K. is where the Commandments are briefly recited (S. Matth. 
xix. 18, &c.), and where our Lord proclaims the eight Beatitudes (S. Matth. v.) 

292 I (3) Again; Cod. K is prone to exhibit, on extraordinary occasions, a single word in a line, as 

at— 

S. MATTH. xv. 30 S. MARK x. 29. S. LUKE xiv. 13. 


XGOAOYC 

H AA8AOAC 

IITGOXOYC 

TYOAOYC 

HI1AT8PA 

ANAI1HPOYC 

KYAAOYC 

H MHT8PA 

XGOAOYC 

KGOOOYC 

H T8KNA 

TYOAOYC 


H ATPOYC 



This became a prevailing fashion in the vi th century; e.g. when the Cod. Laudianus of the Acts 
(E) was written. The only trace of anything of the kind in Cod. B is at the Genealogy of our Lord. 

(4) At the commencement of every fresh paragraph, the initial letter in Cod. K slightly projects 

into the margin, —beyond the left hand edge of the column; as usual in all later MSS. This 
characteristic is only not undiscoverable in Cod. B. Instances of it there are in the earlier Codex; 
but they are of exceedingly rare occurrence. 

(5) Further; Cod. ^ abounds in such contractions as 


ANOC, 


OYNOC, 


(with all their cases), for AN0PGOI1OC, OYPANOC, &c. Not only 


I1NA, I1HP, IIEP, nPA, MPA, 

(for I1N8YMA, I1ATHP-T8P-T8PA, MHT8PA), but also 
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CTP0H, I HA, IHAHM, 

for CTAYPGO0H, ICPAHA, I8P0YCAAHM. 

But Cod. B, though familiar withlc, and a few other of the most ordinary abbreviations, knows 
nothing of these compendia: which certainly cannot have existed in the earliest copies of all. Once 

more, it seems reasonable to suppose that their constant occurrence in Cod X indicates for that 
Codex a date subsequent to Cod. B. 

(6) The very discrepancy observable between these two Codices in their method of dealing with 
“the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel,” (already adverted to at p. 88,) is a further indication, 
and as it seems to the present writer a very striking one, that Cod. B is the older of the two. Cod. 

X is evidently familiar with the phenomenon which astonishes Cod. B by its novelty and strangeness. 

(7) But the most striking feature of difference, after all, is only to be recognised by one who 
surveys the Codices themselves with attention. It is that general air of primitiveness in Cod. B 

IY which makes itself at once felt. The even symmetry of the unbroken columns;—the work of the 
293 I prima manus everywhere vanishing through sheer antiquity;—the small, even, square writing, 
which partly recals the style of the Herculanean rolls; partly, the papyrus fragments of the Oration 
against Demosthenes (published by Harris in 1848):—all these notes of superior antiquity infallibly 

set Cod. B before Cod. though it may be impossible to determine whether by 50, by 75, or by 
100 years. 

II. It has been conjectured by one whose words are always entitled to most respectful attention, 
that Codex Sinaiticus may have been “one of the fifty Codices of Holy Scripture which Eusebius 
prepared A.D. 331, by Constantine’s direction, for the use of the new Capital.” (Scrivener’s Collation 
of the Cod. Sin., Introd. p. xxxvii-viii.) 

1. But this, which is rendered improbable by the many instances of grave discrepancy between 
its readings and those with which Eusebius proves to have been most familiar, is made impossible 
by the discovery that it is without S. Mark xv. 28, which constitutes the Eusebian Section numbered 
“216” in S. Mark’s Gospel. [Quite in vain has Tischendorf perversely laboured to throw doubt on 
this circumstance. It remains altogether undeniable,—as a far less accomplished critic than 
Tischendorf may see at a glance. Tischendorf s only plea is the fact that in Cod. M, (he might have 
added and in the Codex Sinaiticus, which explains the phenomenon in Cod. M), agcdnst ver. 29 is 
set the number, (“216,”) instead of against ver. 28. But what then? Has not the number demonstrably 
lost its place? And is there not still one of the Eusebian Sections missing? And which can it possibly 

have been, if it was not S. Mark xv. 28?] Again. Cod. (like B, C, L, U, T, and some others), gives 
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the piercing of the Saviour&#8217;s side at S. Matth. xxvii. 49: but if Eusebius had read that 
incident in the same place, he would have infallibly included S. John xix. 34, 35, with S. Matth. 
xxvii. 49, in his vii th Canon, where matters are contained which are common to S. Matthew and S. 
John,—instead of referring S. John xix. 31-37 to his x th Canon, which specifies things peculiar to 
K each of the four Evangelists. Eusebius, moreover, in a certain place ( Dem. Evan. x. 8 [quoted by 
294 I Tisch.]) has an allusion to the same transaction, and expressly says that it is recorded by S. John. 

2. No inference as to the antiquity of this Codex can be drawn from the Eusebian notation of 
Sections in the margin: that notation having been confessedly added at a subsequent date. 

3. On the other hand, the subdivision of Cod. X into paragraphs, proves to have been made 

without any reference to the sectional distribution of Eusebius. Thus, there are in the Codex thirty 
distinct paragraphs from S. Matthew xi. 20 to xii. 34, inclusive; but there are comprised within the 
same limits only seventeen Eusebian sections. And yet, of those seventeen sections only nine 
correspond with as many paragraphs of the Codex Sinaiticus. This, in itself, is enough to prove that 
Eusebius knew nothing of the present Codex. His record is express:—ecp’ evcdaru) toov reaaapoov 
evayye\iu)v aptOpop rip TrpoKetrai Kata pspop k.t.A. 

III. The supposed resemblance of the opened volume to an Egyptian papyrus,—when eight 
columns (aeAtSep) are exhibited to the eye at once, side by side,—seems to be a fallacious note of 

high antiquity. If Cod. ^ has four columns in a page,—Cod. B three,—Cod. A two,—Cod. C has 
only one. But Cod. C is certainly as old as Cod. A. Again, Cod. D, which is of the vi th century, is 
written (like Cod. C) across the page: yet was it “copied from an older model similarly divided in 
respect to the lines or verses,”—and therefore similarly written across the page. It is almost obvious 
that the size of the skins on which a Codex was written will have decided whether the columns 
should be four or only three in a page. 


IV. In fine, nothing doubting the high antiquity of both Codices, (B and X,) I am nevertheless 

fully persuaded that an interval of at least half a century,—if not of a far greater span of years,—is 
absolutely required to account for the marked dissimilarity between them. 



APPENDIX (G). 

On the so-called “Ammonian Sections” and “Eusebian Canons”. 
(Referred to at p. 130.) 
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I. THAT the Sections (popularly miscalled “ Ammonian ”) with which Eusebius [A.D. 320] has 
made the world thoroughly familiar, and of which some account was given above (pp. 127-8), 
cannot be the same which Ammonius of Alexandria [A.D. 220] employed,—but must needs be the 
invention of Eusebius himself,—admits of demonstration. On this subject, external testimony is 
altogether insecure 543 . The only safe appeal is to the Sections_ themselves. 



1. The Call of the Four Apostles is described by the first three Evangelists, within the following 
limits of their respective Gospels:—S. Matthew iv. 18-22: S. Mark 1 16-20: S. Luke (with the 
attendant miraculous draught of fishes,) v. 1-11. Now, these three portions of narrative are observed 
to be dealt with in the sectional system of Eusebius after the following extraordinary fashion: (the 
fourth column represents the Gospel according to S. John):— 


(1.) 

(2.) §20, (iv. 17,18) 

§ 9, (i. 141/2-16 

§ 29,(v. 1-3) 


(3.) 


§ 30, (v. 4-7) 

§ 219, (xxi. 1-6) 

(4.) 


§ 30 (v. 4-7) 

§ 222, (xxi. 11) 

(5.) 


§ 31, (v. 8-101/2) 


(6.)§ 21, (iv. 19, 20) 

§10, (i. 17,18) 

§32, (v. 101/2, 11) 


(7.) § 22, (iv. 21, 22) 

§ 11, (i- 19, 20) 



It will be perceived from this, that 

Eusebius subdivides these three portions of the sacred 


Narrative into ten Sections (“§§;”)—of which three belong to S. Matthew, viz. §§ 20, 21, 22:—three 
to S. Mark, viz. §§ 9, 10, 11:—four to S. Luke, viz. §§ 29, 30, 31, 32: which ten Sections, Eusebius 
distributes over four of his Canons: referring three of them to his II nd Canon, (which exhibits what 
S. Matthew, S. Mark, and S. Luke have in common); four of them to his VI th Canon, (which shews 
what S. Matthew and S. Mark have in common); one, to his IX th , (which contains what is common 
to S. Luke and S. John); two, to his X th , (in which is found what is peculiar to each Evangelist.) 


Now, the design which Eusebius had in breaking up this portion of the sacred Text, (S. Matth. 
iv. 18-22, S. Mark i. 16-20, S. Luke v. 1-11,) after so arbitrary a fashion, into ten portions; divorcing 
three of those Sections from S. Matthew’s Gospel, (viz. S. Luke’s §§ 29, 30, 31); and connecting 
one of these last three (§ 30) with two Sections (§§ 219, 222) of S. John ;—is perfectly plain. His 
object was, (as he himself explains,) to shew—not only (a) what S. Matthew has in common with 
S. Mark and S. Luke; but also (b) what S. Luke has in common with S. John ;—as well as (c) what 


Jerome evidently supposed that Ammonius was the author of the Canons as well:—“Canones quos Eusebius Caesariensis 
Episcopus Alexandrinum secutus Ammonium in decern numeros ordinavit, sicut in Graeco habentur expressimus.” (Ad Papam 
Damasum. Epist.) And again: "Ammonius .... Evangelicos, Canones excogitavit quos postea secutus est Eusebius Caesariensis.” 
(De Viris Illustr. c. 55 [Opp. ii. 881.])—See above, p.128. 
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S. Luke has peculiar to himself. But, in the work of Ammonius, as far as we know anything about 
that work, all this would have been simply impossible. (I have already described his “Diatessaron,” 
at pp. 126-7.) Intent on exhibiting the Sections of the other Gospels which correspond with the 
Sections of S. Matthew, Ammonius would not if he could,—(and he could not if he would,)—have 
dissociated from its context S. Luke’s account of the first miraculous draught of fishes in the 
beginning of our Lord&#8217;s Ministry, for the purpose of establishing its resemblance to S. 
John’s account of the second miraculous draught of fishes which took place after the Resurrection, 
and is only found in S. John’s Gospel. These Sections therefore are “Eusebian,” not Ammonian. 
They are necessary, according to the scheme of Eusebius. They are not only unnecessary and even 
meaningless, but actually impossible, in the Ammonian scheme. 

2. Let me call attention to another, and, as I think, a more convincing instance. I am content in 
fact to narrow the whole question to the following single issue:—Let mo be shown how it is rationally 
conceivable that Ammomus can have split up S. John xxi. 12, 13, into three distinct Sections; and 
S. John xxi. 15, 16, 17, into six? and yet, after so many injudicious disintegrations of the sacred 
Text, how it is credible that he can have made but one Section of S. John xxi. 18 to 25,—which 
nevertheless, from its very varied contents, confessedly requires even repeated subdivision? .... 
Why .Eusebius did all this, is abundantly plain. His peculiar plan constrained him to refer the former 
half of ver. 12,—the latter half of verses 15, 16, 17—to his IX th Canon, where S. Luke and S. John 
are brought together; (ev to oi 5uo ra napanXr\aia dpqvcaat):—and to consign the latter half of ver. 
12,—the former half of verses 15, 16, 17,—together with the whole of the last eight verses of S. 
John’s Gospel, to his X th (or last) Canon, where what is peculiar to each of the four Evangelists is 
set down, (ev to rnepi tivtov EKaoxoq aurtov iSrooc; dvEypatjiev.) But Ammonius, because he confessedly 
recognised no such canons, was under no such constraint. He had in fact no such opportunity. He 
therefore simply cannot have adopted the same extraordinary sectional subdivision. 

3. To state the matter somewhat differently, and perhaps to exhibit the argument in a more 
convincing form:—The Canons of Eusebius, and the so-called “Ammonian Sections ,”—(by which, 
confessedly, nothing else whatever is meant but the Sections of Eusebius,) —are discovered mutually 
to imply one another. Those Canons are without meaning or use apart from the Sections,—for the 
sake of which they were clearly invented. Those Sections, whatever convenience they may possess 
apart from the Canons, nevertheless are discovered to presuppose the Canons throughout: to be 
manifestly subsequent to them in order of time: to depend upon them for their very existence: in 
some places to be even unaccountable in the eccentricity of their arrangement, except when explained 
by the requirements of the Eusebian Canons. I say— That particular sectional subdivision, in other 
words, to which the epithet “Ammonian” is popularly applied,—(applied however without authority, 

298 I and in fact by the merest license,)—proves on careful inspection to have been only capable of being 

devised by one who was cdready in possession of the Canons of Eusebius. In 
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plain terms, they are demonstrably the work of Eusebius himself —who expressly claims The 
Canons for his own (Kavovaq Sevca rov apiOpov 5iexapa£;d aot), and leaves it to be inferred that 
he is the Author of the Sections also. Wetstein {Proleg. p. 70,) and Bishop Lloyd (in the “Monitum” 
prefixed to his ed. of the Greek Test. p. x,) so understand the matter; and Mr. Scrivener (. Introduction , 
p. 51) evidently inclines to the same opinion. 



II. I desire, in the next place, to point out that a careful inspection of the Eusebian “Sections,” 
(for Eusebius himself calls them repiKoract, not recpdAaia,) leads inevitably to the inference that 
they are only rightly understood when regarded in the light of “Marginal References.” This has 
been hitherto overlooked. Bp. Lloyd, in the interesting “Monitum” already quoted, remarks of the 
Eusebian Canons,—“quorum haec est utilitas, ut eorum scilicet ope quivis, nullo labore, Harmoniam 
sibi quatuor Evangeliorum possit conficere.” The learned Prelate can never have made the attempt 
in this way “Harmoniam sibi conficere,” or he would not have so written. He evidently did not 
advert to the fact that Eusebius refers his readers (in his III Canon) from S. John’s account of the 
Healing of the Nobleman’s son to the account given by S. Matthew and S. Luke of the Healing of 
the Centurion’s servant. It is perfectly plain in fact that to enable a reader “to construct for himself 
a Harmony of the Gospels ,” was no part of Eusebius’ intention; and quite certain that any one who 
shall ever attempt to avail himself of the system of Sections and Canons before us with that object, 
will speedily find himself landed in hopeless confusion 544 . 

But in fact there is no danger of his making much progress in his task. His first discovery would 
probably be that S. John’s weighty doctrinal statements concerning our Lord&#8217;s Eternal 
GoDheacl in chap. i. 1-5: 9, 10: 14, are represented as parallel with the Human Genealogy of our 
Saviour as recorded by S. Matthew i. 1-16, and by S. Luke iii. 23-38:—the next, that the first half 
of the Visit of the Magi (S. Matthew ii. 1-6) is exhibited as corresponding with S. John vii. 41, 
42.—Two such facts ought to open the eyes of a reader of ordinary acuteness quite wide to the true 
nature of the Canons of Eusebius. They are Tables of Reference only. 


Eusebius has in fact himself explained his object in constructing them; which (he says) was 
twofold: (1 st ) To enable a reader to see at a glance, “which of the Evangelists have said things of 
the same kind ,” (rivet; ra irapairAriGia dpqvcaoi: the phrase occurs four times in the course of his 
short Epistle): and (2 ndly ), To enable him to find out where they have severally done so: (roup 
oiKeiouc; eKccorou £uaYY £ Aiorou roirouq, tv oiq Kata toov autoov qvexOqaav drew; Eusebius uses 


There was published at the University Press in 1805, a handsome quarto volume (pp. 216) entitled Harmonia quatuor 
Evangeliorum juxta Sectiones Ammonianas et Eusebii Canones. It is merely the contents of the X Canons of Eusebius printed 
in extenso,—and of course is no "Harmony” at all. It would have been a really useful book, notwithstanding; but that the editor, 
strange to say, has omitted to number the sections. 
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the phrase twice.) But this, (as all are aware) is precisely the office of (what are called) “Marginal 
References.” Accordingly, 

(a.) Whether referring from S. Matth. x. 40 (§ 98); S. Mark ix. 37 (§ 96); or S. Luke x. 16 (§ 
116);—we find ourselves referred to the following six places of S. John,—v. 23: xii. 44, 45: xiii. 
20: xiv. 21: xiv. 24, 25: xv. 23 545 (= §§ 40, 111, 120, 129, 131, 144 546 .) Again, 


( b .) Whether we refer from S. Matth. xi. 27 (§§ 111, 112,) or S. Luke x. 22 (§ 119),—we find 
ourselves referred to the following eleven places of S. John,—i. 18: 35: v. 37: vi. 46: vii. 28, 29: 
viii. 19: x. 15: xiii. 3: xv. 21: xvi. 15: xvii. 25 (§§ 8, 30, 44, 61, 76, 87, 90, 114, 142, 148, 154.) 



(c.) So also, from S. Matthew’s (xvi. 13-16), S. Mark’s (viii. 27-29), and S. Luke’s (ix. 18-20) 
account of S. Peter’s Confession at Caesarea Philippi, we are referred to S. John i. 42,43,—a singular 
reference; and. to S. John vi. 68, 69. 

( d .) From the mention of the last Passover by the three earlier Evangelists, (S. Matth. xxvi. 1, 
2: S. Mark xiv. 1: S. Luke xxii. 1,) we are referred to S. John’s mention of the first Passover (ii. 13 
= § 20); and of the second (vi. 4 = § 48); as well as of the fourth (xi. 55 = § 96.) 


(e.) From the words of Consecration at the Last Supper, as recorded by S. Matth. (xxvi. 16), S. 
Mark (xiv. 22), and S. Luke (xxii. 19),—we are referred to the four following Sections of our 
Lord&#8217;s Discourse in the Synagogue at Capernaum recorded by S. John, which took place 
a year before,—S. John vi. 35, 36: 48: 51: 55: (§§ 55, 63, 65, 67). 

(f.) Nothing but the spirit in which “Marginal References” are made would warrant a critic in 
linking together three incidents like the following,—similar, indeed, yet entirely distinct: viz. S. 
Matth. xxvii. 34: S. Mark xv. 24: and S. John xix. 28, 29. 


(g.) I was about to say that scarcely could such an excuse be invented for referring a Reader 
from S. Luke xxii. 32, to S. John xxi. 15, and 16, and 17 §§ 227, 228, 229,)—but I perceive that 
the same three References stand in the margin of our own Bibles. Not even the margin of the English 
Bible, however, sends a Reader (as the IX th Canon of Eusebius does) from our Lord&#8217;s 
eating “broiled fish and honeycomb,” in the presence of the ten Apostles at Jerusalem on the evening 
of the first Easter-Day, (S. Luke xxiv. 41-43 (= § 341,)) to His feeding the seven Apostles with 
bread and fish at the Sea of Galilee many days after. (S. John xxi. 9, 10: 12: 13 = §§ 221, 223, 
224.)—And this may suffice. 


545 

This last § according to Tischendorf s ed. of the Eusebian Canons. 

546 

This last § according to Tischendorf ’s ed. of the Eusebian Canons. 
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It is at all events certain that the correctest notion of the use and the value of the Eusebian 
Sections will be obtained by one who will be at the pains to substitute for the Eusebian Numbers 
in the margin of a copy of the Greek Gospels the References which these numbers severally indicate. 
It will then become plain that the system of Sections and Canons which Eusebius 
invented,—ingenious, interesting, and useful as it certainly is; highly important also, as being the 
K known work of an illustrious Father of the Church, as well as most precious occasionally for critical 

3oi | purposes 547 ,—is nothing else but a clumsy substitute for what is achieved by an ordinary “Reference 

Bible”:—participating in every inconvenience incidental to the unskilfully contrived apparatus with 
which English readers are familiar 548 , and yet inferior in the following four respects:— 

(1st.) The references of Eusebius, (except those found in Canon X.), require in every instance 
to be deciphered, before they can be verified; and they can only be deciphered by making search, 
(and sometimes laborious search,) in another part of the volume. They are not, in fact, (nor do they 
pretend to be,) references to the inspired Text at all; but only references to the Eusebian Canons. 

(2ndly.) In their scope, they are of course strictly confined to the Gospels, —which most 
inconveniently limits their use, as well as diminishes their value. (Thus, by no possibility is Eusebius 
able to refer a reader from S. Luke xxii. 19, 20 to 1 Cor. xi. 23-25.) 

(3rdly.) By the very nature of their constitution, reference even to another part of the same 
Gospel is impossible. (Eusebius is unable, for example, to refer a reader from S. John xix. 39, to 
iii. 1 and vii. 50.) 

But besides the preceding, which are disadvantages inherent in the scheme and inseparable 
from it, it will be found (4thly), That Eusebius, while he introduces not a few wholly undesirable 
references, (of which some specimens are supplied above), is observed occasionally to withhold 



547 

Thus, certain disputed passages of importance are proved to have been recognised at least by Eusebius. Our Lord&#8217;s 
Agony in the Garden for instance, (S. Luke xxii. 43, 44—wanting in Cod. B,) is by him numbered § 283: and that often rejected 
verse, S. Mark xv. 28, he certainly numbered § 216,—whatever Tischendorf may say to the contrary. (See p. 293.) 

548 

It is obvious to suggest that, (1) whereas our Marginal References follow the order of the Sacred Books, they ought rather 
to stand in the order of their importance, or at least of their relevancy to the matter in hand:—and that, (2) actual Quotations, 
and oven Allusions to other parte of Scripture when they are undeniable, should be referred to in some distinguishing way. It is 
also certain that, (3) to a far greater extent than at present, sets of References might be kept together: not scattered about in small 
parcels over the whole Book.—Above all, (as the point most pertinent to the present occasion,) (4) it is to be wished that strictly 
parallel places in the Gospels might be distinguished from those which are illustrative only, or are merely recalled by their 
similarity of subject or expression. All this would admit of interesting and useful illustration. While on this subject, let me 
ask,—Why is it no longer possible to purchase a Bible with References to the Apocrypha? Who does not miss the reference to 
“Ecclus. xliii. 11, 12” at Gen. ix. 14? Who can afford to do without the reference to “1 Macc. iv. 59” at S. John x. 22? 
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references which cannot by any means be dispensed with. Thus, he omits to refer his reader from 
S. Luke’s account of the visit to the Sepulchre (chap. xxiv. 12) to S. John’s memorable account of 
the same transaction (chap. xx. 3-10): not because he disallowed the verse in S. Luke’s Gospel,—for 
in a certain place he discusses its statements 5 * 9 . 

III. It is abundantly plain from all that has gone before that the work of Eusebius was entirely 
different in its structure and intention from the work of Ammonius. Enough, in fact, has been said 
to make it fully apparent that it is nothing short of impossible that there can have been any extensive 
correspondence between the two. According to Eusebius, S. Mark has 21 Sections 550 peculiar to 
his Gospel : S. Luke, 72: S. John, 97 551 . According to the same Eusebius, 14 Sections 552 are common 
to S. Luke and S. Mark only: 21, to S. Luke and S. John only. But those 225 Sections can have 
found no place in the work of Ammonius. And if, (in some unexplained way,) room was found for 
those parts of the Gospels, with what possible motive can Ammonius have subdivided them into 
exactly 225 portions? It is nothing else but irrational to assume that he did so. 

Not unaware am I that it has been pointed out by a most judicious living Critic as a “ground 
for hesitation before we ascribe the Sections as well as the Canons to Eusebius, that not a few 
ancient MSS. contain the former while they omit the latter 553 .” He considers it to be certainly 
indicated thereby “that in the judgment of critics and transcribers, (whatever that judgment may be 
IX doomed worth,) the Ammonian Sections had a previous existence to the Eusebian Canons, as well 

303 [ as served for an independent purpose.” But I respectfully demur to the former of the two proposed 

inferences. I also learn with surprise that “those who have studied them most, can the least toll what 
use the Ammonian Sections can servo, unless in connection with Canons of Harmony 554 .” 

However irregular and arbitrary these subdivisions of the Evangelical text are observed to be 
in their construction, their usefulness is paramount. They are observed to fulfil exactly the same 
office as our own actual division of the Text into 89 Chapters and 3780 Verses. Of course, 1165 
subdivisions are (for certain purposes) somewhat loss convenient than 3780;—but on the other 


549 

Mai, vol. iv. p. 287. See also p. 293. 

550 

Tischendorf says 19 only. 

551 

Tischendorf says 96 only. 

552 

Tischendorf says 13 only. 

553 

Scrivener specifies the following Codd. C, F. H, I, P, Q, R, W 6 , Y, Z, 54, 59, 60, 68, 440, i scr , B scr (Cod. Bezae, p. xx, and 
Introd. pp. 51, 2.) Add Evan. 117: (but I think not 263.) 

554 

Scrivener’s Introduction, pp. 51 and 52: Cod. Bezae, p. xx. note [2.] 
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hand, a place in the Gospels would be more easily discovered, I suspect, for the most part, by the 
employment of such a single set of consecutive numbers, than by requiring a Reader first to find 
the Chapter by its Roman numeral, and then the Verse by its Arabic figure. Be this as it may, there 
can be at least only one opinion as to the supreme convenience to a Reader, whether ancient or 
modem, of knowing that the copy of the Gospels which he holds in his hands is subdivided into 
exactly the same 1165 Sections as every other Greek copy which is likely to come in his way; and 
that, in every such copy, he may depend on finding every one of those sections invariably 
distinguished by the self-same number. 

A Greek copy of the Gospels, therefore, having its margin furnished with the Eusebian Sectional 
notation, may be considered to correspond generally with an English copy merely divided into 
Chapters and Verses. The addition of the Eusebian Canons at the beginning, with numerical 
references thereto inserted in the margin throughout, does but superadd something analogous to 
the convenience of our Marginal References ,—and may just as reasonably (or just as unreasonably) 
be dispensed with. 



I think it not improbable, in fact, that in the preparation of a Codex, it will have been sometimes 
judged commercially expedient to leave its purchaser to decide whether he would or would not 
submit to the additional expense (which in the case of illuminated MSS. must have been very 
considerable) of having the Eusebian Tables inserted at the commencement of his Book 555 ,—without 
which the References thereto would confessedly have been of no manner of avail. In this way it 
will have come to pass, (as Mr. Scrivener points out,) that “not a few ancient MSS. contain the 
Sections but omit the Canons .” Whether, however, the omission of References to the Canons in 
Copies which retain in the margin the sectional numbers, is to be explained in this way, or 
not, —Ammonius, at all events, will have had no more to do with either the one or the other, than 
with our modem division into Chapters and Verses. It is, in short, nothing else but a “vulgar error” 
to designate the Eusebian Sections as the “Sections of Ammonius.” The expression cannot be too 
soon banished from our critical terminology. Whether banished or retained, to reason about the 
lost work of Ammonius from the Sections of Eusebius (as Tischendorf and the rest habitually do) 
is an offence against historical Truth which no one who values his critical reputation will probably 
hereafter venture to commit. 


IV. This subject may not be dismissed until a circumstance of considerable interest has been 
explained which has already attracted some notice, but which evidently is not yet understood by 
Biblical Critics 556 . 


555 

Evan. 263, for instance, has certainly blank Eusebian Tables at the beginning: the frame only. 

556 

See Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 51 (note 2),—where Tregelles (in Horne’s Introd. iv. 200) is quoted. 
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As already remarked, the necessity of resorting to the Eusebian Tables of Canons in order to 
make any use of a marginal reference, is a tedious and a cumbersome process; for which, men must 
have early sought to devise a remedy. They were not slow in perceiving that a far simpler expedient 
would be to note at the foot of every page of a Gospel the numbers of the Sections of that Gospel 
contained in extenso on the same page; and, parallel with those numbers, to exhibit the numbers 
of the corresponding Sections in the other Gospels. Many Codices, furnished with such an apparatus 
IX at the foot of the page, are known to exist 557 . For instance, in Cod. 262 (= Reg. 53, at Paris), which 

305 I is written in double columns, at foot of the first page (fol. 111) of S. Mark, is found as follows:— 

/-R&xA /fi 1 X A 

A o pr r 

B Z I H & I S IA 

-9- IB 

IA 
KH 

The meaning of this, every one will see who,—(remembering what is signified by the monograms 

MP, A 10), M@ 55S )—will turn successively to the II nd , the I st , the VI th , and the I st of the Eusebian 
Canons. Translated into expressions more familiar to English readers, it evidently amounts to this: 
that we are referred, 

(§ 1) From S. Mark i. 1, 2,—to S. Matth. xi. 10: S. Luke vii. 27. 

(§ 2) . . . . i. 3,—to S. Matth. iii. 3: S. Luke iii. 3-6. 

(§ 3) . . . . i. 4, 5, 6,—to S. Matth. iii. 4-6. 

(§ 4). . . . i. 7, 8,—to S. Matth. iii. 11: S. Luke iii. 16: S. John i. 15, 26-27, 30-1: iii. 28. 

(I venture to add that any one who will compare the above with the margin of S. Mark’s Gospel 
in a common English “reference Bible,” will obtain a very fair notion of the convenience, and of 
the inconveniences of the Eusebian system. But to proceed with our remarks on the apparatus at 
the foot of Cod. 262.) 

The owner of such a MS. was able to refer to parallel passages, (as above,) by merely turning 
over the pages of his book. E.g. The parallel places to S. Mark’s § 1 (A) being § 70 of S. Luke (O) 
and § 103 of S. Matthew (P T),—it was just as easy for him to find those two places as it is for us 
to turn to S. Luke vii. 27 and S. Matth. xi. 10: perhaps easier. 


e.g. Codd. M, 262 and 264. (I saw at least one other at Paris, but I have not preserved a record of the number.) To these, 
Tregelles adds E; (Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 51, note [ 2 ].) Scrivener odds W d , and Tischendorf T b , (Scrivener’s Cod. Bezae, 
p. xx.) 

The order of these monograms requires explanation. 
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V. I suspect that this peculiar method of exhibiting the Eusebian references (Canons as well as 
Sections) at a glance, was derived to the Greek Church from the Syrian Christians. What is certain, 
a precisely similar expedient for enabling readers to discover Parallel Passages prevails extensively 
in the oldest Syriac Evangelia extant. There are in the British Museum about twelve Syriac Evangelia 
furnished with such an apparatus of reference 559 ; of which a specimen is subjoined,—derived 
however (because it was near at hand) from a MS. in the Bodleian 560 , of the vii th or viii th century. 



From this MS., I select for obvious reasons the last page but one (fol. 82) of S. Mark’s Gospel, 
which contains eh. xvi. 8-18. The Reader will leam with interest and surprise that in the margin of 
this page against ver. 8, is written in vermilion, by the original scribe, 281/1: against ver. 9,—282/10: 
against ver. 10,—283/1: against ver. 11,—284/8: against ver. 12,—285/8: against ver. 13,—286/8: 
against ver. 14,—287/10: against ver. 15,—288/6: against ver. 16,—289/10: against ver. 19,—290/8. 
That these sectional numbers 561 , with references to the Eusebian Canons subscribed, are no part of 
the (so-called) “ Ammonian ” system, will be recognised at a glance. According to that scheme, S. 
Mark xiv. 8 is numbered 233/2. But to proceed. 

At the foot of the same page, (which is written in two columns), is found the following set of 
references to parallel places in the other three Gospels:— 


rC_DC\l V(U3Un K.pcA jicQ 

.... aai vsai r£±b\ rdai 

.... coil i wsoi ^x. rda.it 

.... k^jc. .... sai 

j .... .... cnai 


The exact English counterpart of which,—(I owe it to the kind help of M. Neubauer, of the 
Bodleian),—is subjoined. The Reader will scarcely require to be reminded that the reason why §§ 
282, 287, 289 do not appear in this Table is because those Sections, (belonging to the tenth Canon,) 
have nothing parallel to them in the other Gospels. 

Luke Matthew Mark John Luke Matthew Mark 


Addit. MSS. 14,449: 14,450, and 1, and 2, and 4, and 5, and 7, and 8: 14,463, and 9: 17,113. (Dr. Wright’s Catalogue, 4to. 
1870.) Also Rich. 7,157. The reader is referred to Assemani; and to Adler, p. 52-3: also p. 63. 

560 

“Dawkins 3.” See Dean Payne Smith’s Catalogue, p. 72. 

561 

It will be observed that, according to the Syrian scheme, every verse of S. Mark xvi, from ver. 8 to ver. 16 inclusive, 
constitutes an independent section (§§ 281-288): ver. 16-18 another (§ 289); and verr. 19-20, another (§ 290), which is the last. 
The Greek scheme, as a rule, makes independent sections of verr. 8, 9, 14, 19, 20; but throws together ver. 10-11: 12-13: 15-16: 
17-18. (Vide infra, p. 311.) 
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391 


286 

247 

390 

421 

281 


426 

288 

247 

390 

421 

283 





391 


284 





393 


285 


The general intention of this is sufficiently obvious: but the Reader must be told that on making 
reference to S. Matthew&#8217;s Gospel, in this Syriac Codex, it is found that § 421 = chap, 
xxviii. 8; and § 426 = chap, xxviii. 10, 20: 

That, in S. Luke&#8217;s Gospel,—§ 390 = chap. xxiv. 8-10: § 391 = chap. xxiv. 11; and § 
393 = chap. xxiv. 13-17 562 : 



That, in S. John&#8217;s Gospel,—§ 247 chap. xx. 17 (rropeuou down to 0eov upoov. 563 .) 

So that, exhibited in familiar language, these Syriac Marginal References are intended to guide 
a Reader, 


(§ 281) From S. Mark xvi. 8,—to S. Matth. xxviii. 8: S. Luke xxiv. 8-10: S. John xx. 17 (TTopeuou 
to the end of the verse). 

(§ 283).xvi. 10,—to the same three places. 

(§ 284).xvi. 11,—to S. Luke xxiv. 11. 

(§ 285).xvi. 12,—to S. Luke xxiv. 13-17, 


562 

Note that § 302/9 = S. Luke xxiv. 12: § 394/10 = ver. 18-34: § 395/8 = ver. 35: § 396/9 is incomplete. [Dr. Wright supplies 
the lacune for me, thus: § 396/9 = ver. 36-41 (down to Oaupatjovrwv): § 397/9 = etttev aurou; down to the end of ver. 41: § 
398/9 = ver. 42: § 399/9 = ver. 43: § 400/10 = ver. 44-50: § 401/8 = 51: § 402/10 = ver. 52, 3.] 

563 

Critical readers will be interested in comparing, or rather contrasting, the Sectional system of a Syriac MS. with that which 
prevails in all Greek Codices. S. John's § 248/1 = xx. 18: his § 249/9 = ver. 19 to etprjvr| uptv in ver. 21: his § 250/7 = ver. 21 
(kocOux; to the end of the verse): his § 251/10 = ver. 22: his § 252/7 = ver. 23: his § 253/[ 10] = ver. 24-5: his § 254/[9] = ver. 
26-7: his § 255/10 = ver. 28 to the end of xxi. 4: his § 256/9 = xxi. 5: his § 257/9 = xxi. 6 (to euprjoere): his § 258/9 = ver. 6, 
(e|3aAov to the end): his § 250/[10] = ver. 7, 8: his § 260/[9] = ver. 9: his § 261/10 = ver. 10: his § 262/9 = ver. 11: his § 263/9 
= first half of ver. 12: his § 264/10 is incomplete. 

[But Dr. Wright, (remarking that in his MSS., which are evidently the corrector ones, 263/10 stands opposite the middle 
of ver. 12 [ouSett; 5e EroApa], and 264/9 opposite ver. 13 [epxetat ouv,) proceeds to supply the lacune for me, thus: § 264/9 = 
ver. 13: § 265/10 = ver. 14-5 (down to tptAto ae Aeyet aurtp: § 266/9 = (3oaK£ ra apvta pou (end of ver.15): § 267/10 = ver. 16 
(down to <ptAwa£): § 268/9 = Xeyex aurtp, IloipaivE ra Jtp6(3ara pou (end of ver. 16): § 269/10 = ver. 17 (down to tptAw ge): § 
270/9 = Xiyei aurtp 6 (3. ra n. pou, (end of ver. 17): § 271/10 = ver. 18 to 25.] 


261 






The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


(§ 286).xvi. 13,—to S. Luke xxiv. 11. 

(§ 288).xvi. 15,—to S. Matth. xxiv. 19, 20. 


Here then, although the Ten Eusebian Canons are faithfully retained, it is much to be noted that 
we are presented with a different set of Sectional subdivisions. This will be best understood by 
attentively comparing all the details which precede with the Eusebian references in the inner margin 
of a copy of Lloyd’s Greek Testament. 



But the convincing proof that these Syriac Sections are not those with which we have been 
hitherto acquainted from Greek MSS., is supplied by the fact that they are so many more in number. 
The sum of the Sections in each of the Gospels follows; for which, (the Bodleian Codex being 
mutilated,) I am indebted to the learning and obligingness of Dr. Wright 564 . He quotes from “the 
beautiful MS. Addit. 7,157, written A D. 768 565 .” From this, it appears that the Sections in the Gospel 
according to,— 


S. Matthew, (instead of being from 359 to 355,) are 426: (the last Section, § 426/6 consisting of 
ver. 19, 20.) 


S. Mark, (. . . . 241 to 233,) are 290: (the last Section, § 290/8 consisting of ver. 19, 20.) 


S. Luke, (. . . . 349 to 342) are 402: (the last Section, § 402/10 consisting of ver. 52, 53.) 


S. John, (. . . . 232,) are 271: (the last Section, § 271/10 consisting of ver. 18-25.) 

The sum of the Sections therefore, in Syriac MSS. instead of being between 1181 and 1162 566 , 
is found to be invariably 1389. 

But here, the question arises,—Did the Syrian Christians then retain the Ten Tables, dressing 
their contents afresh, so as to adapt them to their own ampler system of sectional subdivision? or 
did they merely retain the elementary principle of referring each Section to one of Ten Canons, but 


564 

“I have examined for your purposes. Add. 14,449; 14,457; 14,458; and 7,157. The first three are N os . lxix, lxx, and lxxi, in 
my own Catalogue: the last, a Nestorian MS., is N°. xiii in the old Catalogue of Forshall and Rosen (London, 1838). All four 
agree in their numeration.” 

565 

See the preceding note.—Availing myself of the reference given me by my learned correspondent, I read as follows in the 
Catalogue:—“Inter ipsa textus verba, numeria viridi colore pictis, notatur Canon harmoniae Eusebianae, ad quern quaevis sectio 
referenda est. Sic, .. . [i.e. 1] indicat canonem in quo omnes Evangelistae concurrunt,” &c. &c. 

566 

Suidas [A.D. 980], by giving 236 to S. Mark and 348 to S. Luke, makes the sum of the Sections in Greek Evangelist 1,171. 
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substitute for the Eusebian Tables a species of harmony, or apparatus of reference, at the foot of 
every page? 



The foregoing doubt is triumphantly resolved by a reference to Assemani’s engraved 
representation, on xxii Copper Plates, of the X Eusebian Tables from a superb Syriac Codex (A.D. 
586) in the Medicean Library 567 . The student who inquires for Assemani’s work will find that the 
numbers in the last line of each of the X Tables is as follows:— 



Matthew 

Mark 

Luke 

John 

Canon i 

421 

283 

390 

247 

— ii 

416 

276 

383 


— iii 

134 


145 

178 

— iv 

394 

212 


223 

-V 

319 


262 


— vi 

426 

288 



— vii 

425 



249 

— viii 


290 

401 


— ix 



399 

262 

-X 

422 

289 

402 

271 


The Syrian Church, therefore, from a period of the remotest antiquity, not only subdivided the 
Gospels into a far greater number of Sections than were in use among the Greeks, but also habitually 
employed Eusebian Tables which—identical as they are in appearance and in the principle of their 
arrangement with those with which Greek MSS. have made us familiar,—yet differ materially from 
these as to the numerical details of their contents. 

Let abler men follow up this inquiry to its lawful results. When the extreme antiquity of the 
Syriac documents is considered, may it not almost be made a question whether Eusebius himself 
put forth the larger or the smaller number of Sections? But however that may be, more palpably 
precarious than ever, I venture to submit, becomes the confident assertion of the Critics that, “just 
as Eusebius found these Verses [S. Mark xvi. 9-20] absent in his day from the best and most 
numerous [ sic ] copies, so was also the case with Ammonius when he formed his Harmony in the 
preceding century” 568 . To speak plainly, the statement is purely mythical. 


This sheet was all but out of the printer’s hands when the place in vol. i. of Assemani's Bibliotheca Medicea, (fol. 1742,) 
as shown me by my learned friend, P. E. Pusey, Esq., of Ch. Ch.—Dr. Wright had already most obligingly and satisfactorily 
resolved my inquiry from the mutilated fragments of the Canons, as well as of the Epistle to Carpianus in Add. 17,213 and 
14,450. 


568 

Dr. Tregelles. (Vide supra, pp. 125-6.) And so, Tischendorf. 
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VI. Birch [Varr. Lectt. p. 226], asserts that in the best Codices, the Sections of S. Mark’s Gospel 
are not numbered beyond eh. xvi. 8. Tischendorf prudently adds, “or ver. 9:” but to introduce that 
alternative is to surrender everything. I subjoin the result of an appeal to 151 Greek Evangelia. 
There is written opposite to, 


ver. 6,.. 

§ 232, in 

3 Codices, 

(viz. A, U, 286) 

— 8,.. 

§ 233,. . 

34 ... . 

(including L, 8) 569 

-9, (?) 

§ 234, . . 

41 ... . 

(including T, A, II) 570 

-10, (?) 

§ 235,.. 

4. . . . 

(viz. 67,282, 331,406) 

- 12 ,(?) 

§ 236,. . 

7 . . . . 

(the number assigned by 
Suidas) 571 

- 14, (?) 

§ 237,.. 

12 ... . 

(including A) 572 

— 15,.. 

§ 238,. . 

3 . . . . 

(viz. Add. 19,387: 
27,861, Ti 2 ) 

— 17,.. 

§ 239,. . 

1 .... 

(viz. G) 

— 19,.. 

§ 240, . . 

10 . . . . 

(including H, M, and 
the Codices from which 
the Hharklensian 

Revision, A.D. 616, was 
made) 573 

— 20,.. 

§ 241,. . 

36 ... . 

(including C, E, K, V) 574 


Thus, it is found that 114 Codices sectionize the last Twelve Verses, against 37 which close 
the account at ver. 8, or sooner. I infer— (a) That the reckoning which would limit the sections to 


569 

The others are 11, 14, 22, 23, 28, 32, 37, 40, 45, 52, 98, 113, 115, 127, 129, 132, 133, 134, 137, 169, 186, 188, 193, 195, 
265, 269, 276, 371. Add. 18,211, Cromwell 15, Wake 12 and 27. 

570 

The others are 5, 6, 9, 12, 13, 15, 24, 29, 54 [more §§ ?], 65, 68, 111, 112, 114, 118, 157, 183, 190, 202, 263, 268, 270, 
273, 277, 278, 284, 287, 294, 414, 438, 439. Rich 7,141. Add. 17,741 and 17,982. Cromw. 16. Canonici 36 and 112. Wake 21. 

571 

Viz. 184, 192, 264, h scr , Add. 11,836. Ti 4 . Wake 29. 

572 

The others are 10, 20, 21, 36, 49, 187, 262, 266, 300, 364. Rawl. 141. 

573 

Vide supra, p. 33. Assemani, vol. i. p. 28. (Comp. Adler, p. 53.) The others are 8, 26, 72, 299. 447. Bodl. Miscell. 17. Wake 
36. 

574 

The others are 7, 27, 34, 38, 39, 46, 74, 89, 105, 116, 117, 135, 179, 185, 194, 198, 207, 212, 260, 261, 267, 275, 279, 293, 
301, 445, k scr . Add. 22,740. Wake 22, 24, 30; and 31 in which, ver. 20 is numbered CMB. 
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precisely 233, is altogether precarious; and— (b) That the sum of the Sections assigned to S. Mark’s 
Gospel by Suidas and by Stephens (viz. 236) is arbitrary. 


VII. To some, it may not be unacceptable, in conclusion, to be presented with the very words 
in which Eusebius explains how he would have his Sections and Canons used. His language requires 
attention. He says:— 



Ei ouv ev u roov reoaapoov euaYY^Aioov OTroiov5f|Tuot£, (3ouAq0dqq enxaxr\vax uvi to (3ouAei 
KecpaAcdtp, real yvoovai tiveq ta napanXr\axa dpqKaai, veal rouq omdouq ev eKaoxop roirouq eupdv 
ev oiq Kara roov auroov qv£x0r|aav, 0^ diexeiq TrepiKonfjq avaAa(3tbv rov irpoKdpevov api0pov, 
£Tii^qrf|aaq te aurov evSov ev rto Kavovi ov r\ 5ia tou Kivva(3ap£ooq UTrocqpdooaiq u7To(3e(3AqK£v, 
e\or\ pev eu0uq ek roov erri petoottou tou Kavovoq TrpoYpacptov, ottoooi vcai tiv£q ta TTapaTrAf|aia 
£ipf|Kaaiv £Tuarf|oaq 5e xai rovq roov Aouroov EuayyeAitov api0povq roiq ev rto Kavovi to £Ti£X£iq 
api0pto TiapaK£ip£voiq, £Tu^qrr|aaq re autouq evSov ev toiq oiKEioiq EKaatou EuayyEAiou toiroiq, 
ta napanXr\axa Xeyovxac, £upqa£iq. 


Jerome,—who is observed sometimes to exhibit the sense of his author very loosely,—renders 
this as follows:— 


“Cum igitur aperto Codice, verbi gratia, illud sive illud Capitulum scire volueris cujus Canonis 
sit, statim ex subjecto numero doceberis; et recurrens ad principia, in quibus Canonum est distincta 
congeries, eodemque statim Canone ex titulo frontis invento, ilium quern quaerebas numerum, 
ejusdem Evangelistae, qui et ipse ex inscriptione signatur, invenies; atque e vicino ceterorum 
tramitibus inspectis, quos numeros e regione habeant, annotabis. Et cum scieris, recurres ad volumina 
singulorum, et sine mora repertis numeris quos ante signaveras, reperies et loca in quibus vel eadem, 
vel vicina dixerunt.” 


This may be a very masterly way of explaining the use of the Eusebian Canons. But the points 
of the original are missed. What Eusebius actually says is this:— 



“If therefore, on opening any one soever of the four Gospels, thou desirest to study any given 
Section, and to ascertain which of the Evangelists have said things of the same kind; as well as to 
discover the particular place where each has been led [to speak] of the same things;—note the 
number of the Section thou art studying, and seek that number in the Canon indicated by the numeral 
subscribed in vermilion. Thou wilt be made aware, at once, from the heading of each Canon, how 
many of the Evangelists, and which of them, have said things of the same kind. Then, by attending 
to the parallel numbers relating to the other Gospels in the same Canon, and by turning to each in 
its proper place, thou wilt discover the Evangelists saying things of the same kind.” 
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APPENDIX (H). 


On the Interpolation of the text of Codex B and 


Codex ^ at 


S. MATTHEW xxvii. 48 or 49. 


(Referred to at pp. 202 and 219.) 


IT is well known that our two oldest Codices, Cod. B and Cod. , (see above, p. 80,) exhibit S. 
Matthew xxvii. 49, as follows. After googoov [Cod. Sinait. cojcoa] aurov, they read:— 

(C0D - B ' ) (Cod. S.) 


aAAoc be Aa(3d> 
Aoi'xnv evu^ev aurou 
thv TtArupav real £^hA 
0£v u5oop Kai aipa 


be Aa(3oov Aorx" 
£vu^£v aurou ~ 
TiArupav xai £^hA 

0£v uSoop Kai ai 
pa 


Then comes, o SrTq naAiv Kpa^aq k.t.A. The same is also the reading of Codd. C, L, U, T: and 
it is known to recur in the following cursives,—5, 48, 67, 115, 127 575 . 



Obvious is it to suspect with Matthaei, (ed. 1803, vol. i. p. 158,) that it was the Lectionary 
practice of the Oriental Church which occasioned this interpolation. In S. John xix. 34 occurs the 
well-known record,— aXX’ dp roov crpauooroov Aoyxn aurou rqv TtArupav evv^e, Kai £u0uq djrjAOsv 
aipa Kai uSoop and it was the established practice of the Easterns, in the Ecclesiastical lection for 
Good Friday, (viz. S. Matth. xxvii. 1-61,) to interpose S. John xix. 31 to 37 between the 54th and 
the 55th verses of S. Matthew. This will be found alluded to above, at p. 202 and again at pp. 218-9. 

After the pages just quoted were in type, while examining Harl. MS. 5647 in the British Museum, 
(our Evan. 72,) I alighted on the following Scholion, which I have since found that Wetstein duly 
published; but which has certainly not attracted the attention it deserves, and which is incorrectly 
represented as referring to the end of S. Matth. xxvii. 49. It is against ver. 48 that there is written 
in the margin,— 


575 


But Cod. U inserts eu0£to<; before e(r|A.0£v; and (at least two of the other Codices, viz.) 48, 67 read ai)ia rcat u5u)p. 
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(H 576 'Oti dc koc 0’ iotopiav EuarrcAiov AiaSoopou k ai Tatiavou Kai aAAoov Siacpopoov aHioov 
Ttorcepoov touto TtpocKEvcai: 

(H ’AAAoc be Aa(3a)v AorxHV evv^ev auTou thv TtAaipav. Kai ££;h 7A.0 £v uSoop Kai alpa: touto 
Aim Kai 6 XpucocTopoc. 

This writer is perfectly correct in his statement. In Chrysostom’s 88th Homily on S. Matthew’s 
Gospel, (Opp. vii, 825 C: [vol. p. 526, ed. Field.]) is read as follows:—’Evopioav ’HAlav dvai, 
cpqai, tov KaAoupsvov, Kai £u0£ux; droriaav auTOV o^oq: (which is clearly meant to be a summary 
of the contents of ver. 48: then follows) erepoq be TtpoaeAFoov Aoyxn ocurou rrjv rrAeupav evv^e. 
(Chrysostom quotes no further, but proceeds,—Ti yevoir av toutoov napavopoorspov, ri be 
0qpioo5eat£pov, k.t.A.) 

I find it impossible on a review of the evidence to adhere to the opinion I once held, and have 
partially expressed above, (viz. at p. 202,) that the Lectionary-practice of the Eastern Church was 
the occasion of this corrupt reading in our two oldest uncials. A corrupt reading it undeniably is; 

and the discredit of exhibiting it, Codd. B, (not to say Codd. C, L, U, T,) must continue to sustain. 

Id That Chrysostom and Cyril also employed Codices disfigured by this self-same blemish, is certain. 
315 | It is an interesting and suggestive circumstance. Nor is this all. Severus 577 relates that between A.D. 
496 and 511, being at Constantinople, he had known this very reading strenuously discussed: 
whereupon had been produced a splendid copy of S. Matthew’s Gospel, traditionally said to have 
been found with the body of the Apostle Barnabas in the Island of Cyprus in the time of the Emperor 
Zeno (A.D. 474-491); and preserved in the palace with superstitious veneration in consequence. It 
contained no record of the piercing of the Saviour&#8217;s side: nor (adds Sevems) does any 
ancient Interpreter mention the transaction in that place,—except Chrysostom and Cyril of 

Alexandria; into whose Commentaries it has found its way.—Thus, to Codices B, K, C and the 


576 

Ermeicoau; is what we call an "Annotation” [On the sign in the text, see the Catalogue of MSS. in the Turin Library, P. i. 
p. 93.] On the word, and on ar|peioua0at, (consider 2 Thess. iii. 14,) see the interesting remarks of Huet Origeniana, iii. § i. 4. 
(at the end of vol. iv. of Origen’s Opp. p. 292-3.)—Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. v. 20) uses or|9p£tu>ai<; in this sense. (See the note of 
Valesius.) But it is plain from the rendering of Jerome and Rufinus ( subscriptio ), that it often denoted a “signature,” or signing 
of the name. Eusebius so employs the word in lib. v. 19 ad fin. 

577 

He was Patriarch of Antioch, A.D. 512-9.—The extract (made by Petrus junior, Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch, A.D. 
578,) purports to be derived from the 26th Epistle, (Book 9,) which Severus addressed to Thomas Bp. of Germanicia after his 
exile. See Assemani. Bibl. Orient, vol. ii. pp. 81-2. 
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copy familiarly employed by Chrysostom, has to be added the copy which Cyril of Alexandria 578 
employed; as well as evidently sundry other Codices extant at Constantinople about A.D. 500. That 
the corruption of the text of S. Matthew’s Gospel under review is ancient therefore, and was once 
very widely spread, is certain. The question remains,—and this is the only point to be 
determined,—How did it originate? 



Now it must be candidly admitted, that if the strange method of the Lectionaries already 
explained, (viz. of interposing seven verses of S. John’s xixth chapter [ver. 31-7] between the 54th 
and 55th verses of S. Matth. xxvii,) really were the occasion of this interpolation of S. John xix. 
34 after S. Matth. xxvii. 48 or 49,—two points would seem to call for explanation which at present 
remain unexplained: First, (1) Why does only that one verse find place in the interpolated copies? 
And next, (2) How does it come to pass that that one verse is exhibited in so very depraved and so 
peculiar a form? 

For, to say nothing of the inverted order of the two principal words, (which is clearly due to 1 
S. John v. 6,) let it be carefully noted that the substitution of aAAoq 5k A.a(3d>v AoYXnw for aAA’ 
toov otpaTiooToav Aoyxn °f the Evangelist, is a tell-tale circumstance. The turn thus licentiously 
given to the narrative clearly proceeded from some one who was bent on weaving incidents related 
by different writers into a connected narrative, and who was sometimes constrained to take liberties 
with his Text in consequence. (Thus, S. Matthew having supplied the fact that “ONE OF THEM 
ran, and took a sponge, and filled it with vinegar, and put it on a reed, and gave Him to drink,” S. 
John is made to say, “And another— took a spear .”) Now, this is exactly what Tatian is related 
by Eusebius to have done: viz. “after some fashion of his own, to have composed out of the four 
Gospels one connected narrative 579 .” 


When therefore, (as in the present Scholion,) an ancient Critic who appears to have been 
familiarly acquainted with the lost “Diatessaron” of Tatian, comes before us with the express 
declaration that in that famous monument of the primitive age (A.D. 173), S. John’s record of the 
piercing of our Saviour&#8217;s side was thrust into S. Matthew’s History of the Passion in this 
precise way and in these very terms,—(for, “Note,” he says, “That into the Evangelical History of 
Diodorus, of Tatian, and of divers other holy Fathers, is introduced [here] the following addition: 


578 

I cannot find the place in Cyril. I suppose it occurs in a lost Commentary of this Father,—whose Works by the way are 
miserably indexed. 

579 

'0 pevrot ye ttporepot; aurtov [viz. the sect of the Severiani] dpxnYO? ° Tartavoq auvckpetav rtva teat auvaytOYilv outc ot5’ 
otto o<; rwv evayyekiuv ouv0et<;, to 5ta reoadpcov touto Jtpoacovopaaev. '"0 Kai raxpa rtatv eia8£Tt vuv cpeperai. The next words 
are every way suggestive. Too 5e aTtoaroAou (pact ToXprjaat rtvat; aurov psracppdaat epeovat;, dx; £Tu5tu>p0oup£vov aurtbv rr|v 
rfjt; tppaaEux; auvra(tv.—Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. iv. 29, § 4. 
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‘And another took a spear and pierced His side, and there came out Water and Blood.’ This, 
Chrysostom also says”),—it is even unreasonable to seek for any other explanation of the vitiated 
text of our two oldest Codices. Not only is the testimony to the critical fact abundantly sufficient, 
but the proposed solution of the difficulty, in itself the reverse of improbable, is in the highest 
IA degree suggestive as well as important. For,—May we not venture to opine that the same KCt0’ 
317 | iatopiav euayY^ov,—as this Writer aptly designates Tatian’s work,—is responsible for not a few 

of the monstra potius quam variae lectiones 580 which are occasionally met with in the earliest MSS. 
of all? And,—Am I not right in suggesting that the circumstance before us is the only thing we 
know for certain about the text of Tatian’s (miscalled) “Harmony?” 

To conclude.—That the “Diatessaron” of Tatian, (for so, according to Eusebius and Theodoret, 
Tatian himself styled it,) has long since disappeared, no one now doubts 581 . That Eusebius himself, 
(who lived 150 years after the probable date of its composition,) had never seen it, may I suppose 
be inferred from the terms in which he speaks of it. Jerome does not so much as mention its existence. 
Epiphanius, who is very full and particular concerning the heresy of Tatian, affords no indication 
that he was acquainted with his work. On the contrary. “The Diatessaron Gospel,” (he remarks in 
passing,) “which some call the Gospel according to the Hebrews, is said to have been the production 
of this writer 582 .” The most interesting notice we have of Tatian’s work is from the pen of Theodoret. 
After explaining that Tatian the Syrian, originally a Sophist, and next a disciple of Justin Martyr 
[A.D. 150], after Justin’s death aspired to being a heretical leader,—(statements which are first 
found in Irenaeus,)—Theodoret enumerates his special tenets. “This man” (he proceeds) “put 
together the so-called Diatessaron Gospel, —from which he cut away the genealogies, and whatever 
else shows that the Lord was born of the seed of David. The book was used not only by those who 
favoured Tatian’s opinions, but by the orthodox as well; who, unaware of the mischievous spirit 
in which the work had been executed, in their simplicity used the book as an epitome. I myself 
found upwards of two hundred such copies honourably preserved in the Churches of this place,” 
(Cyrus in Syria namely, of which Theodoret was made Bishop, A.D. 423,)—“all of which I collected 
together, and put aside; substituting the Gospels of the Four Evangelists in their room 583 .” 



580 

See, for example, the readings of B or X, or both, specified from p. 80 to p. 86. 

581 

Viet supra, p. 129, note (g.) 

582 

Opp. vol. i. p. 391 D. 

583 

Haeret. Fab. lib. i. c. xx. (Opp. iv. 208.) 
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The diocese of Theodoret (he says) contained eight hundred Parishes 584 . It cannot be thought 
surprising that a work of which copies had been multiplied to such an extraordinary extent, and 
which was evidently once held in high esteem, should have had some influence on the text of the 
earliest Codices; and here, side by side with a categorical statement as to one of its licentious 
interpolations, we are furnished with documentary proof that many an early MS. also was infected 
with the same taint. To assume that the two phenomena stand related to one another in the way of 
cause and effect, seems to be even an inevitable proceeding. 

I will not prolong this note by inquiring concerning the “Diodorus” of whom the unknown 
author of this scholion speaks: but I suppose it was that Diodorus who was made Bishop of Tarsus 
in A.D. 378. He is related to have been the preceptor of Chrysostom; was a very voluminous writer; 
and, among the rest, according to Suidas, wrote a work “on the Four Gospels.” 


Lastly,—How about the singular introduction into the Lection for Good-Friday of this incident 
of the piercing of the Redeemer&#8217;s side? Is it allowable to conjecture that, indirectly, the 
Diatessaron of Tatian may have been the occasion of that circumstance also; as well as of certain 
other similar phenomena in the Evangeliaria? 



POSTSCRIPT. 

(Promised at p. 51.) 

I PROCEED to fulfil the promise made at p. 51.—C. F. Matthaei (Nov. Test., 1788, vol. iii. p. 
269) states that in one of the MSS. at Moscow occurs the following “Scholion of Eusebius: — Kata 
MapKOV peta trjv avaataaiv on Xeyexai wcpBai toiq paOqtau;.” On this, Griesbach remarks (Comm. 
Crit. ii. 200), —“quod scribere non potuisset si pericopam dubiam agnovisset:” the record in S. 
Mark xvi. 14, being express,—"Yotcpov dvaxapcvoic; autoTq toip evSeKa ecpavepoaOq. The 
epigrammatic smartness of Griesbach’s dictum has recommended it to Dr. Tregelles and others 
who look unfavourably on the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel; and to this hour the Scholion of 
Matthaei remains unchallenged. 

But to accept the proposed inference from it, is impossible. It ought to be obvious to every 
thoughtful person that problems of this class will not bear to be so handled. It is as if one were to 
apply the rigid mathematical method to the ordinary transactions of daily life, for which it is clearly 


584 

Clinton, F. R. ii. Appendix, p.473, quoting Theodoret’s “Ep.113, p. 1190. [ cil. vol. iii. p. 986-7].” 
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unsuitable. Before we move a single step, however, we desire a few more particulars concerning 
this supposed evidence of Eusebius. 

Accordingly, I invoked the good offices of my friend, the Rev. W. G. Penny, English Chaplain 
at Moscow, to obtain for me the entire context in which this “Scholion of Eusebius” occurs: little 
anticipating the trouble I was about to give him. His task would have been comparatively easy had 
I been able to furnish him (which I was not) with the exact designation of the Codex required. At 
last by sheer determination and the display of no small ability, he discovered the place, and sent 
me a tracing of the whole page: viz. fol. 286 (the last ten words being overleaf) of Matthaei’s “12,” 
(“Synod. 139,”) our Evan. 255. 



It proves to be the concluding portion of Victor’s Commentary, and to correspond with what 
is found at p. 365 of Possinus, and p. 446-7 of Cramer: except that after the words “anoKuAiasiE 

rov AiGov !• and before the words “aAAoq §£ cpqaiv” [Possinus, line 12 from bottom: Cramer, 
line 3 from the top], is read as follows:— 


cxo A ' euc£ fiou Kara Mapvcov pera rqv avaaraaiv on Aeysrai oocpGai 
roiq paGqraiq: Kara MarGaiov - pera rqv avaaraaiv roiq 
paGqraiq oocpGq ev rfj TaAiAaia !• 


Kara Tooavvqv ev aurfj rfj qpepa rrjq avaaraaeooq roov 
Gupoov KanAeiapevoov 6 Tqaouq peaoq roov paGqroov pq 
irapovroq rou 0oopa eariy Kai peG’ qpepaq udAiv oKroo 
aupnapovroq Kai rou 0oopa. pera raura toxAiv ecpavq 
auroTq erd rrjq GaAaaaqq rrjq Ti(3epia5oq ! • 


Kara AouKav uicpGq KAeoira auv rw eraipco aurou aurfj 
rfj npspa rrjq avaardaewq' Kai naAiv uuoarpeijjaaiv siq 
TepouaaArip wcpGq rfj aurfj qpepa auvpYP^voov roov Aoittoov 
paGqroov Kai doqiGq Eipoovu Kai iraAiv £^rjY a Y £V ocurouq 
dq BqGaviav Kai Siearq an auroov. 

But surely no one who considers the matter attentively, will conceive that he is warranted in 
drawing from this so serious an inference as that Eusebius disallowed the last Section of S. Mark’s 
Gospel. 

(1.) In the first place, we have already [supra, p. 44] heard Eusebius elaborately discuss the 
Section in question. That he allowed it, is therefore certain. 
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(2.) But next, this oxoAiov £uc£(3iou at the utmost can only be regarded as a general summary 
of what Eusebius has somewhere delivered concerning our Lord&#8217;s appearances after His 
Resurrection. As it stands, it clearly is not the work of Eusebius. 



(3.) And because I shall be reminded that such a statement cannot be accepted on my own mere 
‘ipso dixit,’ I proceed to subjoin the original Scholion of which the preceding is evidently only an 
epitome. It is found in three of the Moscow MSS., (our Evan. 239, 259, 237,) but without any 
Author’s name:— 


Aeikvup 5e 6 EuayyeAiGTrip, on pera rqv avaoraaiv ouketi ouvexoo p auroip auvrjv, AeyEt, touto 
rj5r| rpfro rou; jraGriTaTp cocpGrj 6 Kupiop pisra trjv avdataaiv ou touto Asyoov, on povov 
TpiTov, aAAa toe Toip aAAoip TiapaAeAeippsva Asycuv, touto rj5r| npop Toip aAAoip Tpirov ecpavepooGp 
Toip pa0p9Taiq. Kata psv yap tov MatGaiOV, u3cp0r| auToip £V Tfj TaAlAafa povov Kata be 
Tov’Icodwrjv, ev aurrj Tfj fprepa rfj<; avaataaEcoc;, tgov Gupcov KEKAEiaptEvcov, jieacx; 
auToov £arrj, ovtgov ev TepouaaArip, ptf] Tiapovtop ekei ©Gopid. Kai TtaAiv |i£0’ fjptEpac; 
OKTGO, Ttapovtoc; Kai TOU ©copid, u>cp0r| auToip, rj5r| KaKAeiapevoov toov 0upoov. |T£td XOLVXOL 
£7ii rfjp GaAdaarjp trjc; Ti(kpia5cx; Ecpavrj aurou;, ou Totpld aAAa povoip d Kata be 
KouKav wcpGrj KAsoiia auv tco Etaipco aurou, aurrj Tfj ripiepa xfjc; dvaaidascop. Kai 
TtaAiv UTtoarpEifaciv sic; 'iEpouaaAfipt aurrj rrj fpispa, auvr|Y|i£vcov toov |Ta0rjtd)v, 
(dcpGrj Zipiam. Kai TtaAiv E^ayayobv autoup sic; BrjGaviav, oxe Kai SiEatrj avaApcpOsiq 
att’ autOOV cop ek toutou TiapioTaaGai d sivai Tap sip Toup pa0r|Tap p£Ta Ttjv avaaTaaiv ysyovuiap 
onxacnap tou looTrjpop qpoov Tpoou Xpiorou. piav psv Tiapa tco MaT0aito, Tpsip be raxpa tco Tooavvp, 
Kai TpEip tco Aouxa opoicop 585 . 


(4.) Now, the chief thing deserving of attention here,—the only thing in fact which I am 
concerned to point out,—is the notable circumstance that the supposed dictum of Eusebius,—(“quod 
scribere non potuisset si pericopam dubiam agnovisset,”)—is no longer discoverable. To say that 
‘it has disappeared,’ would be incorrect. In the original document it has no existence. In plain terms, 
the famous “oxoAiov £ua£(3iou” proves to be every way a figment. It is a worthless interpolation, 
thrust by some nameless scribe into his abridgement of a Scholion, of which Eusebius (as I shall 
presently show) cannot have been the Author. 


(5.) I may as well point out why the person who wrote the longer Scholion says nothing about 
S. Mark’s Gospel. It is because there was nothing for him to say. 
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Quoted by Matthaei , N . T . (1788) vol. ix. p. 228, from g, a, d. 
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He is enumerating our Lord&#82 17;s appearances to His Disciples after His Resurrection; and 
he discovers that these were exactly seven in number: one being peculiar to S. Matthew,— three , 
to S. John, —three , to S. Luke. But because, (as every one is aware), there exists no record of an 
appearance to the Disciples peculiar to S. Mark’s Gospel, the Author of the Scholion is silent 

concerning S. Mark perforce .How so acute and accomplished a Critic as Matthaei can have 

overlooked all this: how he can have failed to recognise the identity of his longer and his shorter 
Scholion: how he came to say of the latter, “conjicias ergo Eusebium hunc totum locum repudiasse;” 
and, of the former, “ultimam partem Evangelii Marci videtur tollere 586 :” lastly, how Tischendorf 
(1869) can write,—“est enim ejusmodi ut ultimam partem evangelii Marci, de quo quaeritur, 
excludat 587 :”—I profess myself unable to understand. 

(6.) The epitomizer however, missing the point of his Author,—besides enumerating all the 
appearances of our Saviour which S. Luke anywhere records,—is further convicted of having 
injudiciously invented the negative statement about S. Mark’s Gospel which is occasioning us all 
this trouble. 

(7.) And yet, by that unlucky sentence of his, he certainly did not mean what is commonly 
imagined. I am not concerned to defend him: but it is only fair to point out that, to suppose he 
intended to disallow the end of S. Mark’s Gospel, is altogether to misapprehend the gist of his 
remarks, and to impute to him a purpose of which he clearly knew nothing. Note, how he throws 
his first two statements into a separate paragraph; contrasts, and evidently bcdances one against the 
other: thus,— 

Kara Maprcov, peta tqv dvdataaiv ou Xeyexai cIxpBai,—Kara MatBcdov pexa tqv dvactaaiv 
urcpBq,—toiq paBqraic; ev rfj TaAiAcda. 

Perfectly evident is it that the ‘plena locutio’ so to speak, of the Writer would have been 
somewhat as follows:— 



‘[The first two Evangelists are engaged with our Saviour&#8217;s appearance to His Disciples 
in Galilee: but] by S. Mark, He is not —by S. Matthew, He is —related to have been actually seen 
by them there. 

‘[The other two Evangelists relate the appearances in Jerusalem: and] according to S. John, 
&c. &c. 


‘According to S. Luke,’ &c. &c. 


586 

Ibid ., ii. 69, and ix. 228. 

587 

Nov . Test . (1869), p. 404. 
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(8.) And on passing the “Quaestiones ad Marinum” of Eusebius under review, I am constrained 
to admit that the Scholion before us is just such a clumsy bit of writing as an unskilful person might 
easily be betrayed into, who should attempt to exhibit in a few short sentences the substance of 
more than one tedious disquisition of this ancient Father 588 . Its remote parentage would fully account 
for its being designated “axoAiov £uae(3iou,” all the same. 

(9.) Least of all am I concerned to say anything more about the longer Scholion; seeing that S. 
Mark is not so much as mentioned in it. But I may as well point out that, as it stands, Eusebius 
cannot have been its Author: the proof being, that whereas the Scholion in question is a note on S. 
John xxi. 12, (as Matthaei is careful to inform us,)—its opening sentence is derived from 
Chrysostom’s Commentary on that same verse in his 87 th Homily on S. John 589 . 


(10.) And thus, one by one, every imposing statement of the Critics is observed hopelessly to 
collapse as soon us it is questioned, and to vanish into thin air. 



So much has been offered, only because of the deliberate pledge I gave in p. 51.—Never again, 
I undertake to say, will the “Scholion of Eusebius” which has cost my friend at Moscow, his 
Archimandrites, and me, so much trouble, be introduced into any discussion of the genuineness of 
the last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark. As the oversight of one (C. F. Matthaei) 
who was singularly accurate, and towards whom we must all feel as towards a Benefactor, let it be 
freely forgiven as well as loyally forgotten! 


L’ENVOY 

As one, escaped the bustling trafficking town, 

Worn out and weary, climbs his favourite hill 
And thinks it Heaven to see the calm green fields 
Mapped out in beautiful sunlight at his feet: 

Or walks enraptured where the fitful south 
Comes past the beans in blossom; and no sight 
Or scent or sound but fills his soul with glee: 


588 


Let the reader examine his “Quaestio ix,” (Mai, vol. iv. p. 293-5): his “Quaestio x,” (p. 295, last seven lines). See also p. 


296, line 29-32. 


589 


See Chrys. Opp. vol. viii. p. 522 C:—on 5e ou5e ouvexdx; ettextoptaijev, ou5e opoiax;, Xeyei on tpttov roura etpavp aurou;, 


ore eY£p0r| £K vetcpwv. 
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So I,—rejoicing once again to stand 

Where Siloa’s brook flows softly, and the meads 

Are all enameH’d o’er with deathless flowers, 

And Angel voices fill the dewy air. 

Strife is so hateful to me! most of all 
A strife of words about the things of God. 

Better by far the peasant’s uncouth speech 
Meant for the heart’s confession of its hope. 

Sweeter by far in village-school the words 
But half remembered from the Book of Life, 

Or scarce articulate lispings of the Creed. 

And yet, three times that miracle of Spring 
The grand old tree that darkens Exeter wall 
Hath decked itself with blossoms as with stars, 

Since I, like one that striveth unto death, 

Find myself early and late and oft all day 
Engaged in eager conflict for God&#8217;s Truth; 
God&#8217;s Truth, to be maintained against Man’s lie. 
And lo, my brook which widened out long since 
Into a river, threatens now at length 
To burst its channel and become a sea. 

O Sister, who ere yet my task is done 
Art lying (my loved Sister!) in thy shroud 
With a calm placid smile upon thy lips 
As thou wert only “taking of rest in sleep,” 

Soon to wake up to ministries of love,— 

Open those lips, kind Sister, for my sake 
In the mysterious place of thy sojourn, 

(For thou must needs be with the bless’d,—yea, where 
The pure in heart draw wondrous nigh to God,) 

And tell the Evangelist of thy brother’s toil; 

Adding (be sure!) “He found it his reward, 

Yet supplicates thy blessing and thy prayers, 

The blessing, saintly Stranger, of thy prayers, 

Sure at the least unceasingly of mine!” 

One other landed on the eternal shore! 

One other garnered into perfect peace! 
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One other hid from hearing and from sight! . . . 

O but the days go heavily, and the toil 
Which used to seem so pleasant yields scant joy. 

There come no tokens to us from the dead: 

Save—it may be—that now and then we reap 
Where not we sowed, and that may be from them. 

Fruit of their prayers when we forgot to pray! 

Meantime there comes no message, comes no word: 

Day after day no message and no sign: 

And the heart droops, and finds that it was Love 
Not Fame it longed for, lived for: only Love. 

CANTERBURY. 
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Middle Hill 13, 975, p. 287. 

Monacen. 99 and 381, p. 286. 

-465, p. 287. 

Moscow, see Matthaei. 

Reg. 14, p. 123. 

-50, p. 226. 
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-53, p. 119, 122, 305. 

-61 p. 302, 304. 

-62, see Codex L. 

-64, p. 119. 

-65, p. 117,305-6. 

-66, p. 225. 

-67, p. 238. 

-69, p. 216. 

-71, p. 239. 

-72, p. 66, 119, 230, 1,242. 

-73, p. 231. 

-75, p. 224. 

-77 p. 120. 

-79 a p. 124. 

-90, p. 231. 

-91, p. 224, 231. 

-100, p. 231. 

-115, p. 239. 

-117, p.231. 

-177, p. 121,281,8-9. 

-178, p. 121, 3, 228-9, 271, 3, 280, 8, 9. 

-186,. p. 118-9, 122, 271, 4, 9, 280, 1, 2. 

-187. p. 282. 

-188, p. 118-9, 122, 271, 9, 280, 1, 2. 

-189, p. 240, 278. 

-191, p. 225,280. 

-194, p. 283. 

-201, p. 239, 282. 

-206, p. 282. 

-230, p. 122, 278, 288-9. 

-703, p. 282. 

-2 pc , p. 226. 

-7 pc , p. 286. 

c scr , p. 226. 
i ^ and s scr , p. 302. 

T b , p. 305. 

Taurin. xx b. iv. 20, p. 286 
Toledo, p. 286. 

Vat. 358, p. 121-3,283,288-9. 
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-756-7, p. 116-8, 121-3, 284, 288-9. 

-1,229 p. 121-3, 284, 288-9. 

-1,423, p. 287. 

-1,145, p. 122, 286, 288-9. 

-1,769, p. 287. 

-Palat. 5, p. 286. 

Venet. 6, 10, p. 120, 121-3, 5. 

-27, p. 121-3,284, 288-9. 

-495, p. 285. 

-544, p. 285. 

Vind. Kell. 4, Forlos. 5, p. 121, 3, 283, 288-9. 

-Nep. 114, Lambec. 29, p. 283. 

-117,-38, p. 121-3, 285, 288-9. 

-118,-31, p. 226. 

-180,-39, p. 121-3, 285, 288-9. 

Wake, 22, 24, 26, 29, 30, 31, p. 311. 

Xavier de Zelada, p. 121-3, 284, 8-9. 


Cod. Evstt. 47 and 50, p. 197. 

-Paul, 67**, p. 99. 

Collation of MSS. p. vii.-viii., 218. 

Colossians, Ep. to, p. 101, 162. See Texts. 
Commentaries, Ancient, p. 287. 

Common Prayer, see Book. 

Concordance test, p. 173. 

Constantinople, p. 275. 

Conybeare and Howson, p. 103. 

Coptic Version, p. 35. 

Copyists of MSS., p. 262, 273-4, 320-3. 
Corderius, B., p. 44, 134, 270, 4, 7. 

Corrupt readings in MSS., p. 100-1, 112, 262-3. 
Cosmos Indicopleustes, p. 258. 

Council of Carthage, p. 25, 249. 

Cramer, Dr. J. A., p. 44, 60, 271-3. 

Creed of Jerusalem, p. 184-5. 

-, see Athanasian. 

Curetonian Syriac Version, p. 33. 
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Cyprian, 25, 249. 

Cyprus, p. 315. 

Cyril of Alex., p. 29, 60, 110, 198, 201, 258, 271, 5, 7, 9, 281. 315. 

-of Jer., p. 184-5, 195, 258, 261. 

Cyrus in Syria, p. 317, 8. 


Damascene, John, p. 30. 

Dated MSS., p. 208, 224, 309. 

Davidson, Dr., p. 12, 38, 114, 133-5, 6; 142, 8; 153, 160, 1, 4; 185. 
De Touttee, p.184, 261. 

SeurepoTTpoatw, p. 75, 220. 

Diatossaron, p. 126, 314-8. 

Diodorus, p. 314-8. 

Dionysius of Corinth, p. 245. 

Dionysius Syrus, p. 41. 

5o^a sv uijhatou;, p. 257-63. 


Easter Lessons, p. 204-6, 238-9. 

Eden, Rev. C. P., p. 3. 

£YkukAiov, p. 104 5. 

£K(3ctAA£iv £K and duo, p. 153. 

£K£Tvoq, p. 166-7. 

£KA.£nJnc;, p. 86. 

Ellicott, Bishop, p. 9. 

Encyclical, p. 101-5. 

Ephesians, Ep. to, p. 91-109. See Texts. 

£7ri, verbs compounded with, p. 163-4. 
EfTupcma, ra, p. 204. 

Epiphanius, p. 95, 132-3, 199, 202-3, 258. 
Epiphany, Festival of, p. 204, 7; lessons, 199. 
Erizzo, F. M. p. 34. 

Ethiopic Version, p. 36. 

£u5oKia, p. 257-63. 

Eulogius, p. 258. 
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Eusebius, p. 26, 41-51, 43, 61-4, 66, 84, 126-33, 332-8, 240, 249-52, 265-6, 267-8, 275, 314, 316, 



323; knew nothing of Cod. ^ p. 293-4; was the Author of the “Ammonian” Sections, p. 295; 
Eusebian Tables in Syriac MSS., p. 309-10; Scholion wrongly ascribed to, p. 319-23. 
suOeooq, p. 168-9. 

Euthymius Zig., p. 30, 68-9. 

Evangelia, see Codices. 

Evangeliarin, p. 195, 197, 214-5. 

Evangelists vary their expressions, p. 147. 

Evidence, Law of, p. 15. 

£^£A08ovT£q, p. 188. 


Facsimile of Cod. p. ii.; of Cod. L, p.124. 

Fathers badly indexed, p. vii, 21, 30, 315: see Patristic. 
Festivals of the Church, p. 203. 

Field’s ed. of Chrysostom, p. 180. 

Florence. See Codices. 

Formulae of the Lectionaries, p. 215-224, 6. 


Gandell, Rev. Prof., p. 148. 

Gander, J., p. 101. 

Genesis, when read, p. 201. 

Gennadius, p. 26. 

Georgian Version, p. 36. 

Gloria in Excelsis, p. 257-63. 

Gothic Version, p. 35, 262. 

Green, Rev. T. S., p. 13, 137, 153. 

Gregentius, p. 30. 

Gregory of Nazianzus, p. 258. 

-of Nyssa, p. 29, 39-41, 66, 267-8. 

-Thaumaturgus, p. 180. 

-the Great, p. 30. 

Griesbach, D. J. J„ p. 4-7, 115-6, 232, 251, 319. 
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Harleian. See Codices. 

Harnionia, &c. Oxon. 1805, p. 298. 

Harmony of S. Mark xvi. 9-20 with the other Gospels, p. 188-90, 

-Tables of, in Greek MSS., p. 304-6; in Syriac MSS., p. 306-11. 

Harris, A. C., p.293. 

Hedibia, p. 51-6. 

Hesychius of Jerusalem, p. 29, 40-1, 57-9, 67, 204, 237, 267-8. 
Heurtley, Rev. Prof., p. 184. 

Hharklensian Revision, p. 33, 124, 315. 

Hierosolymitan Version, p. 34, 199. 

Hippolytus, p. 24-5, 248. 

Hort, Rev. F. J. A., p. 13. 

Huet, P. D.,p. 269, 275,314. 

Hypapante, p. 207. 


Tr| aouq Xpiotoq p. 165. 

Indices, p. vii-viii, 21, 30, 315. 

Interpolations in B and K, p. 80-6; from the Lectionary practice, p. 217-24. 

Irenaeus, p. 23, 246, 8, 260. 

Itala, Vetus, p. 35. 


Jacobus Bar-Salibi, p. 41. 

“Jacobus Nisibenus,” p. 26, 258. 

James’ Ecloga , p. 236. 

Jerome, p.26, 27-8, 34, 42, 49, 51-7, 67, 98, 106, 128, 153, 236, 260, 295, 312, 314. 
Jerusalem, Version, p. 34, 199. Copies at, p. 119. See Creed. 

Jewish Church, p. 192. 

Jewish Lectionary, p. 194. 

John, S. See Texts. 

John Damascene, p. 30. 

Josephus, p. 275. 
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Justin Martyr, p. 23, 193. 


KaBctpftjoov, p. 179-80. 
Kavovitjeiv, p. 120-1, 125. 
Kay, Rev. Dr. W., p. 140, 183. 
Kevpsvov, p. 131, 282. 
K£cpaAai9ov, p. 45, 229, 298. 
Kollar, p. 269. 

Ktiaiq, p. 161-2, 180. 

Kupioq, p. 165, 186. 


Lachmann, C., p. 8, 259, 263.1 
Laodiceans, Ep. to, p. 93-107. 

Latinus Latinius, p. 42-44. 

Lectionary System, p.191-211, 214-5, 217-24, 240, 313-5, 318. 

-, Eastern, p. 196-211. 

-, Jewish, p. 192-4. 

-, Syrian, p. 205-8. 

-, the New, p. 200. 

Lections, p. 238-9. See Lectionary System, Syrian Lessons. 
Lessons. See Lections. 

Licentious. See Copyists. 

Liturgical Lormulae, p. 216-25. 

Lloyd, Bishop C., p. 298. 

Aoyoc;, p. 165. 

Luke, S. See Texts. 



Macknight, p. 105. 

Mai, Card. A., p. 42-4, 242, 265. 
Manuscripts. See Codices. 
Marcion, p. 93-6, 103, 106-8. 
Marginal references, p. 298-304. 
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Marinus, p. 26, 53-6, 249-50. 

Mark, S., p. 161-2. 

Mark,S. (See Texts), p. 167,176,7, 9; Latinisms, 149-51; style of ch. i. 9-20, p. 143-4; phraseology 
of ch. i. 1-12, p. 174-5; ch. xvi. 9-20, p. 36-73; structure of ch. xvi. 9-20, p. 181-4. 

-xvi. 9-20, a Lection in the Ancient Church, p. 204-11. 

Matthaei, C. F„ p.5, 66, 191, 197, 227, 247, 271-3, 319-23. See Codices. 

Matthew, S. See Texts. 

\ieya od(3(3arov, p. 194. 

Meerman 117, Cod., p. 218. 

Memphitic Version, p. 35. 

Menologium, p. 197. 

Methodius, p. 258. 

Meyer, p. 18, 186, 160. roov aa(3(3dx(jOV, p. 146-51. 

Michaelis, J. D., p. 101. 

Middle Hill, see Codices. 

Middleton, Bp., p.105. 

Mill, Dr. John, p. 129, 130, 2. 

Modestus, p. 30. 

Montfaucon, B. de, p. 121. 

Moscow, see Codices, Rev. W. G. Penny. 

Munich, see Codices. 

Muratorian fragment, p.108. 


Nativity, Festival of, p. 199, 204. 
Nazianzus, see Gregory. 
Nestorius, p. 29. 

Neubauer, M., p. 307. 

Nisibenus, see Aphraates. 
Norton, Prof., p. 18, 137, 245. 
Nyssa, see Gregory. 


Omissions in B and p. 73.5, 79, 80, 91, &c. 

opoioteAeurov, p. 73, 4. 

Order of the Gospels, p. 239-240. 
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Oriel College, p. ix, x. 

Origen, p. 47, 66, 85, 93.9, 107, 179, 222, 236, 245, 258, 260-1, 275, 277, 282; on S. Mark, 235. 


Palestinian exemplar, p. 64-5, 121, 280. 

TtdA.iv, p. 168-9. 

Palmer, Sir Roundell, p. v, vi. 

-Rev. W. J., p. v. 

Papias, p. 28. 

TTCtpd, verbs compounded with, p. 163-4. 

Parallel passages. See Tables of Reference. 

TtapacKeup, p. 150. 

Paris, MSS. at, p. 228-31, 278-83: see Codices, Coial. and Reg. 
Passion-tide Lessons, p. 202, 204. 

“Patres App.,” p. 240. 

Patristic Citations of SS., p. 20-3, 37, 257-63. 

Paul, S.,p. 161-2. 

Peltanus, p. 134, 270-3. 

Penny, Rev. W. G., p. 319-23. 

'spiypdcpeiv to teAoq, p. 233-4. 

TtspiKOTtri, p.45, 198, 8, 298. 

Peshito Version, p. 32. 

Peter, S., p. 161-2, 179, 180-1. See Texts. 

-of Laodicea, p. 284, 286. 

Petersburg. See Rev. A. S. Thompson. 

Petrus junior, p. 316. 

Phillipps, Sir T. See Codices (Middle Hill). 

Philoxenian Version, p. 33, 4. 

Phraseology of S. Mark xvi. 9-20, p. 136-173, 146. 

Pius IX., p. ii. 

Polycarp, p. 240. 

Trop£U£G09ca, p. 153. 

Possevinus, p. 235. 

Possinus, p. 44, 134, 226, 270-4, 277, 290-2. 

Prayer-Book, see Book. 

Proclus, p. 258. 

Proper, see Lessons. 

Ttpoorri oa(3(3drou, p. 146-51. 
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Reference Bibles, p. 300-1. 

-, ancient Tables of, p. 304-11. 

Revision of Auth. Version, p. 263-4. 

-Greek Text, p. 263. 

-Lectionary, p. 200-1. 

Rose, Ven. Archd., p. 27. 

-Rev. W. P.,p. 218. 

Routh, Rev. President, p. ix. 
Rufinus, p. 314. 


S. (G. V.) p. 264. 
oa(3(3aroKuptaKcd, p. 194. 
od(3(3arov—ra, p.146-51. 

Sahidic Version, p. 36. 

Saturday Lessons, p. 193, 4. 

Scholia, p. 122, 236, 288-9, 314, 319-23. 

Scholz, J. M. A., p. 7, 116-22, 197, 227, 242. 

Scrivener, Rev. F. H., p. vii, viii, 9, 77, 139, 197, 215, 227, 246, 302-4. 
Sections without Canons in MSS., p. 302; their use, 303-10. 

-, see Ammonian. 

oeAiSeq, p. 294. 

Severus of Antioch, p. 40-1, 57-9, 67, 121, 267-8, 315. 
aripdoaotq, p. 314. 

Simon, Pere, p.48, 269. 

Sinaiticus, see Codex. 

Sirletus, Card., p. 44. 

Smith, Dean Payne, p. 41, 205-6, 214, 306. 

Stanley, Dean A. P., p. 3. 

Style of S. Mark xvi. 9-20, p.136-45. 

Subscription of Gospels, p. 230-1. 

Suidas, p. 309, 311. 

Synagogue worship, p. 192-3. 

Synaxarium, p.197. 

“Synopsis Script. S.,” p. 29. 
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Syriac MSS., p. 208, 214-5, 225, 306-11. 
Syrian Lessons, p. 205, 226, 238-9. 


Tables of Reference in MSS., p. 304-11. 
Tait, Abp., p. 2, 3, 189, 314-8. 

Tatian, p. 129, 314-8. 
reAoq, p. 119-20, 224-42. 

Tertullian, p. 30, 93-4, 106. 

Textual Criticism, p. vii-ix, 113. 


TEXTS. 


S. Martthew i. 10, p. 178; 25, p. 80. 

iii. 16, p.178; 17, p. 30. 

iv. 18-22, p.295-6. 

viii. 9, p. 82; 13, p. 80, 222. 

xi. 19, p.83; 20, p. 221. 

xii. 9, p. 221. 

xiii. 35, p. 81, 110-1; 36, p. 221; 39, 55, p. 178. 

xiv. 14, p. 221; 22, p. 216; 30, p. 82. 

xv. 22, p. 178. 

xvi. 10, p.177; 12, p.178-9; 15, p.162. 

xx. 17, p. 223; 29, p.178. 

xxi. 8, p. 178; 81, p. 83. 

xxv. 24, p. 82. 

xxvi. 34, 75, p.178; 39, p.217-8. 

xxvii. 32, p. 188; 34, p. 84; 35, p. 75; 48, 49, p. 80, 218, 313-8; 54, 56, p. 315. 
xxviii. 2, 3, p. 73; 8, p. 84; 19, 20, p. 178. 

S. Mark i. l,p. 180, 185; 9-20, p.182; 10, p. 178; 11, 13, p. 30; 16-20, p. 295-6; 28, p. 85. 

vi. 3, p. 178. 

vii. 3, 4, p. 82; 19, p. 179; 26, p. 178. 

viii. 10, 15, p. 178. 

x. 6, p. 180; 42, p. 82; 46, p. 178. 

xi. 8, p. 178. 

xiii. 19, p. 180. 

xiv. 3, p. 221; 30, p.178; 30, 68, 72, p. 84; 41, p. 225; 58, p. 82; 72, p. 177. 

xv. 28, p.301; 46. p. 82. 
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xvi. 8 and 9, p. 239; 8-20, p. 306; 9, p. 152-3, 178-9, 187, 216; 9-20, p. 182, 224; 10, 14, p. 187, 
319; 15, p.180; 15, 16, p. 178; 19, p. 180, 195. 

S. Luke i. 26, p. 85; 27, p. 82. 

ii. 14, p. 257-63; 37, p. 82. 

iii. 22, p. 80, 178; 23, p.220. 

iv. 5, p. 74; 16, p. 220; 44, p. 85. 

v. 1, p. 88, 220; 1-11, p. 295-6; 17, p. 220. 

vi. 1, p. 75, 220; 37, p. 220; 48, p. 81. 

vii. l,p. 220; 31, p. 216. 

viii. 2, p. 152, 178. 

ix. 57, p.220. 

x. 1, p.81,220; 25, p. 220. 
xiii. 2, p.221. 

xv. 13, p. 82. 

xvi. 6, p. 178; 16, p. 74; 19, p. 220. 
xviii. 15, p. 220. 

xix. 45, p. 220. 

xx. 1, p. 220. 

xxii. 25, p. 82; 43, 44, p.79, 201, 217-8, 301; 64, p. 74. 
xxiii. 15, p. 83; 34, p. 79, 219; 38, p.79; 45, p. 85-6. 

xxiv. 12, p.222; 13, p. 85, 236; 16, p. 178-9; 31, p. 73; 36, p. 221; 42, 52, 53, p. 74; 51, p. 195. 
S. John i. 8, 4, p. 30, 110; 3, 18, 50, p. 30; 4, p. 81, 109 11; 18, p. 30, 81; 28, p. 236; 29, 44, p. 221; 
34, p. 81; 60, p. 30. 

ii. 3, p. 80. 

iii. 13, p. 80. 

vi. 14, p. 221; 17, 64, p. 82; 51, p.lll. 

vii. 53-viii. 11, p. 219. 

viii. 57, p. 82; 59, p.80, 222. 

ix. 4, 11, p. 81; 35, p. 82; 38, p. 79. 

x. 14, p. 82; 29, p. 223. 

xiii. 3, p. 221; 10, p.lll. 

xiv. 1, p. 220; 31, p. 188. 

xvii. 10, p.82; 15, 16, p. 76. 
xviii. 1, p. 188. 

xix. 13, p. 223; 17, p. 188; 34, p. 218, 313-5. 

xxi. 1, p. 221, 3; 1-6, 11, p. 295 6; 12, 13, 15-17, p. 297; 18, p. 83; 25, p. 79. 

Acts i. 2, 22, 23, p. 180; 9, p.195. 

iv. 12, p. 262. 
viii. 5, p. 85. 
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x. 15, p. 180. 
xiii. 15, 27, p. 192. 
Ephes. i. 1, p. 91-109. 

vi. 21,2, p. 101. 
Coloss. i. 23, p.162. 

iv. 7, 16, p.101, 105. 
1 S.Pet. ii. 13, p.180. 

iv. 19, p.180. 

2 S.Pet. iii. 4, p. 180. 


Ecclus. xliii. 11, 12, p. 301. 
1 Macc. iv. 59, p. 301. 


OsaaOca, p.156-8. 

Thebaic Version, p. 35. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, p. 275, 7. 

Theodoret, p. 258, 317-8. 

Theodotus of Aucyra, p. 268. 

Theophania, p. 207. 

Theophylact, p. 30, 266. 

Osoopav, p. 157. 

Thompson, Rev. A. S., p. ii, 252. 

Thomson, Abp., p. 13. 

Tischendorf, Dr., p. 8, 9, 10, 38, 77-9, 85-6, 93, 109-14, 123, 125-33, 137, 153, 222, 7, 242, 4, 251 
2, 9, 260-1, 280, 293, 311, 322, viii-ix. 

Titus of Bostra, p. 258, 275, 283. 

Toledo, see Codices, 

Townson, Rev. Dr., p. 161, 179. 

Tregelles, Dr., p. 9, 10-12, 38, 9, 60, 76, 114, 126-9, 136. 146, 169, 222-3, 227, 234, 242, 4, 5, 7, 
251, 9, 260, 319, viii-ix. 

Turin, see Codices. 
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Ulphilas, p. 35, 262. 

Uncial MSS. p. 20, 71. See Codices. 
uttoBeou;, p. 274-5. 
uorepov, p. 160. 



Vatican, p. 117, 283-1, 283-4: see Codices. 

Vaticanus, see Codex. 

Venice, see Codices. 

Vercellone, C., p. 73. 

Versions, see Armenian, &c. 

Vetus Itala, p. 35. 

Victor of Antioch, p. 29, 59-65, 67, 122, 134, 178, 180, 235, 250, 268, 269-87; Codices, 278-87; 

Scholion, 288-90. 

Victor of Capua, p. 129. 

Vienna, see Codices. 

Vincentius a Thibari, p. 25. 

Vulgate, p. 34. 


Westeott, Rev. Prof., p. 13, 23. 

Wetstein, J. J., p. 121, 125, 129. 

Wordsworth, Bishop, p. ix, 9. 

-Rev. John, p. ix. 

Wright, Prof., p. 27, 33, 206, 8, 214-6, 225, 306, 7, 8, 9, 10. 


Xavier de Zelada, see Codices. 
Xiphilinus, John, p. 44. 
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Indexes 

Index of Scripture References 

Genesis 

9:14 

Exodus 

16:23 16:25 16:26 31:14 

Leviticus 

23:3 23:15 25:8 

Deuteronomy 

16:19 

1 Chronicles 

23:31 

2 Chronicles 

2:4 

Isaiah 

66:2 

Matthew 

1:1-16 1:17 1:25 2:1-2 2:1-6 2:1-12 2:23 3:3 3:4-6 3:11 3:13-17 3:16 3:17 4:1 
4:1-11 4:3 4:10 4:17-18 4:18-22 4:18-22 4:19-20 4:21-22 4:23 5:3-11 5:22 6:1 6:1 
6:1 6:13 7:4-5 8:1 8:5 8:9 8:13 8:13 8:13 8:23 8:28 9:9 9:9 9:18 9:27 9:28 10 
10:26 10:28 10:28 10:40 11 11:10 11:19 11:19 11:20 11:20-12:34 11:27 11:30 

12:1-2 12:5 12:8 12:9 12:10 12:11 12:12 12:24 12:27 13:10-11 13:12 13:13-17 

13:13-17 13:33-34 13:33-35 13:34-35 13:35 13:35 13:35 13:36 13:55 14:14 14:22 

14:30 14:30 15:21 15:22 15:30 15:39 16:6 16:12 16:13-16 16:14 17:22 17:24-20:17 

19:13 19:15 19:17 19:18 20:17 20:25 20:28 20:29 21:8 21:23 21:31 23:5 23:5 
24:19-20 24:19-20 25:21 25:23 25:24 25:27 25:31 25:32 25:33 26:1-2 26:7 26:14 

26:16 26:29 26:34 26:35 26:39 26:39 26:39 26:40 26:40 26:47 26:70 26:75 26:75 

27 27:1-61 27:1-61 27:2 27:20-66 27:32 27:34 27:34 27:35 27:48 27:48 27:48 
27:48-49 27:48-49 27:48-49 27:48-49 27:49 27:49 27:49 27:49 27:49 27:49 27:49 

27:54-55 27:55 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 28:1 
28:2-3 28:5 28:8 28:8 28:8 28:10 28:18 28:19-20 28:20 

Mark 

1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1-2 1:1-8 1:1-12 1:1-4:22 1:2 1:2 1:3 1:4 1:4 1:4-6 1:5 
1:5 1:5 1:5 1:6 1:7 1:7 1:7 1:7-8 1:8 1:8 1:8 1:9 1:9 1:9 1:9 1:9 1:9-11 1:9-11 
1:9-11 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:9-20 1:10 1:10 
1:10-11 1:11 1:11 1:12 1:12-13 1:12-13 1:13 1:14 1:14 1:14 1:14-15 1:14-16 1:15 
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1:15 1:15 1:16 1:16 1:16-20 1:17-18 1:19-20 1:20 1:28 1:28 1:32 1:32-34 1:34 
1:36 1:39 1:45 2:5 2:14 2:14 2:17 2:21 2:25 3:7 3:8 3:8 3:10 3:17 3:18 3:22 

3:29 4:10 4:22 4:30 4:33 4:34 4:41 5:1 5:2 5:4-7 5:4-7 5:8-10 5:10-11 5:23 5:23 
5:37 5:38 5:40 6:3 6:5 6:5 6:7 6:9 6:10 6:13 6:20 6:37 6:41 6:55 7:3-4 7:3-4 
7:4 7:8 7:19 7:26 7:32 7:34 8:10 8:11 8:15 8:23 8:23 8:25 8:25 8:27-29 9:2 9:9 
9:9 9:9 9:33 9:35 9:37 9:37 9:39 9:41 10:1 10:1 10:6 10:6 10:16 10:29 10:32 
10:33 10:42 10:46 10:46 11:8 11:11 11:12 11:31 12:1 12:1-2 12:5 12:8 12:10 

12:11 12:12 12:36 12:38 12:40 12:42 12:42 12:44 13:1 13:6 13:10 13:11 13:14 

13:16 13:19 13:19 13:19 13:24 14:1 14:3 14:3 14:8 14:9 14:10 14:12 14:17 14:20 

14:22 14:30 14:30 14:30 14:31 14:41 14:41 14:41 14:41 14:42 14:43 14:54 14:58 

14:64 14:66 14:68 14:68 14:70 14:72 14:72 14:72 15:1 15:15 15:16 15:16 15:21 

15:21 15:23 15:24 15:24 15:28 15:28 15:28 15:28 15:28 15:28 15:29 15:32 15:38-39 

15:39 15:40 15:41 15:41 15:42 15:42 15:42 15:43-16:8 15:43-16:8 15:44 15:44-16:8 
15:45 15:46 15:46 15:47 15:47 15:47-16:11 16 16 16:1 16:1 16:1 16:1-8 16:1-8 

16:1-13 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2 16:2-8 16:3 
16:3-4 16:4 16:5 16:6 16:6-9 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 
16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 

16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 

16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 

16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8 16:8-9 16:8-9 16:8-16 16:8-18 16:8-20 16:9 16:9 16:9 

16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 

16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 

16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9 16:9-11 16:9-18 16:9-18 16:9-18 16:9-20 16:9-20 
16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 

16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 

16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 

16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 

16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 

16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:9-20 16:10 16:10 16:10 
16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10 16:10-11 

16:10-11 16:10-11 16:10-11 16:11 16:11 16:11 16:11 16:11 16:11 16:11 16:11 16:11 
16:11 16:11 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 

16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12 16:12-13 16:12-14 16:12-20 16:13 16:13 16:13 16:13 16:13 

16:13 16:13 16:13-14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 

16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14 16:14-20 16:15 16:15 16:15 

16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 16:15 

16:15 16:15 16:15-16 16:15-16 16:15-16 16:16 16:16 16:16 16:16 16:16 16:16 16:16 

16:16 16:16-18 16:16-18 16:16-20 16:17 16:17 16:17 16:17 16:17 16:17 16:17 16:17 

16:17 16:17-18 16:17-18 16:17-18 16:17-18 16:17-18 16:18 16:18 16:18 16:18 16:18 


297 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


16:18 16:18 16:18 16:18 16:18 16:18 16:18 16:18 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 

16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16:19 16 : 19-20 
16 : 19-20 16 : 19-20 16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 

16:20 16:20 16:20 16:20 19 20 233 

Luke 

1:3 1:18 1:26 1:27 1:35 2:9 2:14 2:14 2:14 2:14 2:14 2:14 2:14 2:14 2:14 2:14 

2:37 3 : 3-6 3:16 3:18 3:22 3:22 3:23 3 : 23-38 3:32 4:5 4:16 4:35 4:44 5:1 5:1 
5 : 1-3 5 : 1-11 5 : 1-11 5 : 8-9 5:17 5:27 6:1 6:1 6:1 6 : 1-2 6:5 6:6 6:7 6:9 6:16 6:37 

6:42 6:48 7:1 7:27 7:27 7:31 8:1 8 : 1-4 8:2 8:2 8:22 8:37 8:39 8:41 8:49 9:1 

9:6 9:10 9:12 9:12 9 : 18-20 9:51 9:57 10:1 10:1 10:16 10:17 10:17 10:19 10:22 
10:25 11:1 11:1 11:15 11:18 11:19 12:4 12:4 13:2 13:10 13:10 13:14 13:15 13:16 

14:13 15:13 16:16 16:19 16:31 17:11 18:12 18:15 18:31 19:21 19:29 19:45 20:1 
21:37 22:1 22:3 22:3 22:19 22 : 19-20 22:25 22:32 22:39 22 : 39 - 23:1 22 : 39 - 23:1 22:42 
22:42 22 : 42-45 22:43 22 : 43-44 22 : 43-44 22 : 43-44 22 : 43-44 22 : 43-44 22:44 22:47 

22:50 22:64 23:7 23:15 23:26 23:32 23:34 23:34 23:44 23:45 23:45 24 24:1 24:1 

24:1 24:1 24:1 24 : 8-10 24 : 8-10 24:9 24:9 24:11 24:11 24:11 24:12 24:12 24:12 

24:12 24:13 24:13 24:13 24:13 24 : 13-17 24 : 13-17 24:14 24 : 18-34 24:31 24:33 24:33 

24:35 24:36 24 : 36-41 24 : 36-53 24 : 36-53 24 : 36-53 24:39 24:41 24 : 41-43 24:42 24:42 

24:43 24 : 44-50 24:49 24:51 24:51 24:52 24 : 52-53 24:53 

John 

1 : 1-5 1 : 3-4 1 : 3-4 1:4 1:4 1:4 1:4 1:9 1:10 1:14 1:14 1:15 1:18 1:18 1:18 1 : 26-27 

1:28 1:29 1 : 29-34 1 : 30-31 1:34 1:42 1:42 1 : 42-43 1:44 1:44 1:46 1:50 2:1 2:3 

2:13 3:1 3:13 3:26 3:28 3:35 5:14 5:23 5:37 6:4 6:14 6:17 6 : 35-36 6:37 6:46 

6:48 6:51 6:51 6:51 6:55 6:64 6 : 68-69 6:70 6:71 7 : 28-29 7 : 37 - 8:12 7:38 7:39 

7 : 41-42 7:50 7:52 7 : 53 - 8:11 8:12 8:19 8:57 8:59 8:59 9:4 9:11 9:35 9:35 9:38 
10:8 10:14 10:15 10:22 10:29 11 : 1-45 11:55 12:3 12:14 12 : 44-45 13:3 13:3 13:10 

13:10 13:20 14 14:21 14 : 24-25 14:31 15:21 15:23 16:15 17:10 17 : 15-16 17 : 15-16 

17:25 18:1 19:13 19:17 19 : 20-21 19:24 19:24 19 : 28-29 19 : 31-37 19 : 31-37 19:34 
19:34 19:34 19:34 19 : 34-35 19:35 19:35 19:37 19:39 19:337 20:1 20:1 20 : 3-10 
20 : 5-6 20:7 20 : 11-18 20:17 20:17 20:18 20:19 20:19 20:19 20:21 20:21 20:22 20:23 

20:24 20 : 26-27 20:28 20:30 20:31 21:1 21:1 21 : 1-6 21:4 21:5 21:6 21:6 21 : 7-8 

21:9 21 : 9-10 21:10 21:11 21:11 21:12 21:12 21:12 21:12 21:12 21 : 12-13 21:13 
21:13 21:13 21 : 14-15 21:15 21 : 15-17 21 : 15-17 21 : 15-17 21:16 21:17 21:17 21:18 

21 : 18-25 21 : 18-25 21 : 18-25 21:24 21:24 21:25 21:25 29 : 24-25 

Acts 

1:2 1:2 1:4 1:5 1:9 1 : 10-11 1 : 13-14 1:19 1 : 21-26 1 : 22-23 1:23 2:3 2:13 2:14 4:12 
5:6 5:110 8:5 8:40 10:16 13:4 13:15 13:27 13:50 16:13 20:7 20:18 21:8 

Romans 
8:22 16:13 
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1 Corinthians 

1:28 5:7 10:1 11 : 23-25 13:3 15:51 16:2 16:2 16:9 

Ephesians 

1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 1:1 2 : 11-13 

2:14 4:5 4:6 5:14 5:31 6 : 21-22 

Colossians 

1:15 1:23 1:23 4:7 4:16 4:16 4:16 4:16 

2 Thessalonians 
3:14 
Titus 

2 : 11-13 2 : 11-13 

Hebrews 

13:12 

James 

1:17 

1 Peter 

2:13 2:13 4:19 

2 Peter 

3:4 

1 John 

5:6 5 : 7-8 
Revelation 
22 : 18-19 
1 Maccabees 
4 4:59 
Sirach 
43 : 11-12 


Index of Greek Words and Phrases 


• dvOpooTTOiq : 1 

•amozia: 1 
• d 7 TO 0 VT ] GKGO : 1 
•aAAoq be cpr|oiv: 12 3 
•aAAoq cpr|oiv: 1 
•£K(3dAAeiv ek: 1 2 
•sv: 1 

•ev ’Ecpeaco: 12 3 
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•ev too ad(3(3atcp: 1 
•rjv: 1 

•AEPONTEC KAI nE PIKAAWANTEC E [TYnTON AYTOY TO IlPOCoo: 1 
•TEAOC: 1 

•OEPETE nOY KAI TAYTA : 1 

•dpoopcaa: 1 

•yap + TeAoq: 1 

•Senior;: 1 

•ev ’Ecpeaco: 12 3 4 

•dpryvr|: 1 

•£ippvr| dv0pd)TTOiq euSoKiaq: 1 
•eixev: 1 
•euSoKia: 12 3 4 
•euSoKiaq: 1 
•euSoKiaq: 1 

•£otr|v 5s Kai tauxa cpepo peva peta to ecpo(3ouvuo yap 1 
•ripaq: 1 

•Kai iraq aq autpv (3ia£euai: 1 
•KecpdAaia: 1 
•KecpdAaiov: 1 
•Ktiaiq: 1 

•pia toov aa(3(3aToov: 1 
•acpoSpa: 1 
•roc aa(3(3aTa: 1 2 
•TeAoq: 1 
•to euayyeAiov: 1 
•to aa(3(3aTov: 12 3 
•teAoc: 1 2 3 4 5 
•cpiAoo as: 1 
•cpo(3da@ai: 1 

•aXX eiq toov arpaTiooToov Aoyxp auTou Tpv nXsupav evu^e, Kai eu0uq e^rjAOev aipa Kai uSoop: 1 

•oiJje aa(3(3aToov, Tfj snicpoooKOuop dq piav aa(3(3aToov: 1 

*’'Qcp@r| 5s auTco dyyeAoq—KaTa(3aivovTa dri Trjv yrjv: 1 

•EigeABovti too ’I.: 1 

•axpi pq ppepaq ... av£Arjcp0p: 1 

*£Kdvoi 5s s^sXdovxsq dcrjpu^av navTaxou: 1 

•£Kdvp Tiop£U0£taa dTcrjyyEiAEv Toiq ped auTou yevopevoiq: 1 

•eA0ovTi: 1 

•ev auToo Cjoo r\ eotiv: 1 

•6 5s ’Ipaouq sXsys, IlaTEp, acpeq auToiq- ou yap oiSaai x'l Tioiouai: 1 
•6 5s £(pp, tuoteuco, Kupi£ - Kai npoG£Ki3vr|G£v aUTCp: 1 


300 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


•tiq £K toov 5uo enoiriaev to BeArnoa tou roxtpoa: 1 
•aKoAouBeiv: 1 
•aKpiSeq: 1 

•&vcpi|3rj toov avtiypacpoov to euayyeAiov Kata MapKov nepiypacpei ev toTq Aoyoiq K.t.A.’Ev 

toutoo yap axeSov ev anaai toTq avpypacpoiq TrepiyeypaTitai to Kata MapKov euayyeAiov: 1 
•aAAa to (3pa5u Kai oijie trjq vuKtoq: 1 
•aAAa trjq Tipoq AaoSuceaq, trjq ptr] ouariq ev too AiroatoAop: 1 

•aAAa_to (3pa5iov Kai ttoAu 5ieatr|Koq_: 1 

•aXX : 1 

•aAA’ eiq toov atpatiootoov Aoyxn: 1 

•ajariv yap Aeyoo upiiv, eooq av napeABri 6 oupavoq Kai r| yrj, ioota ev rj pia Kepaia ou ptr] napeABri 
airo tou vopou, eooq av rravta yevr|tai.: 1 
•d]acpi(3dAovtaq d]acpi(3Ar|atpov: 1 

•aptcpoTv yap ovtoov cpiAoiv, oaiov npotipav trjv dA^Beiav: 1 

•av too Tipoq Mapivov Ttepi trjq SoKouariq ev toTq euayyeAioiq tepi trjq avaataaeooq Siacpooviaq: 1 

•avayvooaiq: 1 

•dvayvooajaa: 1 

•avaArujnq: 1 

•ava(3aivoov: 1 

•ava^r|teTv: 1 

•dvaAaja(3avetai eiq oupavouq Kai £K Se^ioov Ilatpoq KaBi^etai: 1 
•avaAricpBevta: 1 
•avaAr|(p0fjvai: 1 2 
•dvairauaeiq: 1 

•avaataq afro tooq Tipoaeuxrjq: 1 
•avaataq: 1 2 
•aveKeKuAiotav: 1 
•aveAt](pBr|: 1 2 

•aveAr|Au06aa eiq touq oupavouq: 1 
•aveABovta: 1 
•avBpooTTOiq: 1 
•aviatavai: 1 2 
•avtafToSiSovai: 1 
•avte(3At]0r|: 1 
•avtuxapepxeaBai: 1 
•dfrexei: 1 

•dfrexei, touteati, nenXr\p(x>zai, teAoq e'xei to Kat’ epie: 1 
•afiexti. nABev r\ oopa: 1 
•and etoov mavoov: 1 
•afro: 1 

•an dpxtjq Ktiaeooq: 1 
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•diruma: 1 
•diaoreiv: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
•dfTOKuAftjsiv: 1 
•dfroKuAioae tov AeBov :: 1 
•dp: 1 

•ap£;dp£voq: 1 

•dpxi: 12 3 4 

•dpxrj too £uayY e Aiou: 1 

•acp’ r|q £K(3£(3ApK£i inxa Saipovia: 1 

•acp’ r|q £K(3£(3AnK£i k. 5.: 1 

•acp’ pq £K(3£(3AnK£i Eirra Saipovia. ’EKE'INH rrop£u0£ioa k.t.A.: 1 

•acp’ r|q £K(3£(3At]K£i Eirra Saipovia: 1 2 

•dcpoppp: 1 2 

•appoooToq: 1 

•aYpioq: 1 

•aAAoq 5k Aa(3d>v Aoyx'I’v: 1 

•aAAoq 5k Aa(3d>v Aoyx'I’v svu^ev auTou tr]v nAsupav real £^rjA0£v u5oop Kai aipa: 1 

•aAAoq 5s ar|ai: 1 

•aAAoq 5s cpr|ai: 1 

•aAAoq 5s cpr|oiv: 1 

•ap^ou trjq y : 1 

•ap^ou rrjq pi£YaAr|q k: 1 

•’ANEAO'ONTA E’lZ TO'YE OYPANO'YE, KA'I KA0TLANTA ’EK AEMI'QN TOY EIATP'OE: 1 


•AAAa Kai roiq ’Ecproioiq etucteAAoov obq Y vr l a ^ coc i pvoopiEvoiq tco "Ovti 5i’ EiuYvooaEooq, “ovraq” 
aurouq iSiatjovrcoq obvopaaEV, sinoov “roTq aYioiq roiq oici, Kai irioroiq kv Xpiarco ’Ir|aou.” outoo 
Y ap Kai oi Tipo rpioov napaSESooKaoi, Kai npdq £v toTq naAaiovq toov avriYpacpoov EuppKapiEv: 1 
•’Appoovioq pi£v 6 AA£^av5p£uq, iroAAriv, obq £iKoq, cpiAoiroviav Kai airouSriv doaYiloxboq, to 5id 
TEoaapoov ripTv KaxaXsXomsv EuaYY^Aiov, too Kata Mat0aTov taq opoepoovouq rbov Aouioov 
£0aYY£^ioToov TiEpiKoiraq 7i9apa0£iq, obq k£, dvaYKpq cup($fjvai tov rrjq aKoAou0iaq dppov toov 
rpubv 5iacp0aprjvai, ooov erci too uepa Trjq avaYvoboEooq: 1 
•Avdyvcoopa: 1 
•’Avioravai: 1 
•AvaAr|cp0fjvai: 1 

•Avaoraq 5k 6 Tpoouq' £VTau0a ori^ov, dra sink' irpoot npwxr] oa(3(3aTou £Aavr| Mapia Tfj 
MaY5aAr|vrj. ou Ydp av£crr| upoot (dq Ydp oi5e tcote dv£arr|;) aAA’ dpavri npoot KupiaKfj npspa 
(auTr| Ydp r| irpooTri too aa(3(3aTou, xovxsaxi, Trjq £(35opa5oq,) r]v avoo sKaXsos piav oa(3($dToov: 1 
•’Avaoraq 5k: 1 

•’Avaora;q 5k Tipooi Ttpobrri aa(3(3aTou: 1 
•’Avaoraq: 1 
•Avaoraq k.t.A_: 1 


302 



The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark 
Vindicated Against Recent Critical Objectors and Established 


John William Burgon 


•’Avaor&c; be upon Tipcatr) aa(3(3aTou £tpavr| TiptOTOV Mapia xf\ May5aAr|vfj, dtp’ r|q £K(3£(3ArjK£i Eirca 
Scaptovia. £Kdvr| Ttop£U0doa dTrrjyyEiAE toiq W z ccutou y£vopi£voiq, Tt£v@o0oi Kai kAccLougi. 
Kandvoi aKouaavT£q oti (fj vccd £0£a0r| urr’ autriq r\nioxr\oav.: 1 
•Avaox8ccq 6 Trjaouq: 1 
•AnooxoXoc;: 1 

•An£Kp{0r| £K£ivoq, ’AvOpconoc; A£yopi£voq Trjaouc; k.t.A.: 1 

•Anaye: 1 

*£y£V£TO be: 1 2 

•£yd) be oiptai: 1 

•EyKoxAia ypdjapiaTa: 1 

•£YkukAioi: 1 

*£YkukAiov: 1 

•EyKUKAioq: 1 

•EyKUKAioq emoxoXr\: 1 

•£0£pd7T£U£V: 1 

*£0£pdlI£UO£V: 1 

•£K 5£UT£pOU: 1 
•£Kr|pu^av: 1 
•£K(3aAA£iv airo: 12 3 
•£K(3aAA£iv ek: 1 
•£Kdvoq: 1 2 3 4 5 
•£KKAr|o{aiq: 1 

•dccoc; tou EdayysAiou Kai tou AttootoAou - ou yap ebo^e xco eXeeivoxaxco MapKuovi afro rrjq Tipoq 
’Ecp£oiouq xavxxpv Tr]v ptapxupiav A£y£iv: 1 
*£v: 1 

•£v dv0pd)TTOiq: 1 2 

*£v dv0pd)TTOiq £05oKia: 1 2 

*£v dv0pd)TTOiq £u5oKiaq: 1 2 

*£V £(p£GCp : 1 

*£V ’Ecp£GCp: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*£V ’Ecp£0tp : 1 2 

*£v r|oata Tto Trpocpntri: 1 

*£v to oi 5uo xa napanXr\aia dpt^Kaai: 1 

*£v to TT£pi rivtov dcaaxoq auxtov iSitoq aveypaiJiEv: 1 

*£v be tfj Guvr|0£ia, SxuxEpa oa(3(3dxtov, Kai tpirr| aa(3(3dxtov: 1 

*£v be xioi TipoGKEiTai Kai x aura. “Avaaxaq” k.t.A. touto be evavx itoaiv xwa SokeT e'xeiv irpoc; xa 
£pinpoG0£v dpripiEva" 1 

*£v pi£v ouv toiq aKpi(3£GT£poiq avtiypatpoq to Kaxa MapKov £0ayy£Aiov pi£xpi tou “£tpo(3ouvTO 
yap,” £X£i to xeXoq.: 1 
*£v aa(3(3dTtp: 1 
•£v Tto ovopau pou—oou: 1 
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•ev too Kcapto eKdvtp, rjp^ato 6 Triaouq ovaSftjeiv: 1 
•ev toic; aa(3(3aai: 1 2 
•ev toic; aa(3(3atoic;: 1 

•ev toutoo yap oxsbov ev caracal roTq avTiypacpou; too Kata Mdpxov euayyeAiou Ttepiyeypcarcai to 
teAoc;: 1 
•ev5e5uc0ai: 1 

•evzevQev eioq too rsAoup ev tiai toov avpiypacpoov ou Kevcar ev 5e zoiq dpxcdoiq, Tiavta 
anapaXeinza keitou.: 1 
•e^ aKpi(36ov dvTiypacpojv.: 1 
•d; dvejnypdcpou: 1 
•d; oikou Aa(3(5:1 
•e^eXQ: 1 
•e^eXdovzeq: 1 2 

•e^eXOovzeq yap, cpr|oi, SiEKiqpuaaov tov Aoyov navTaxou. too Kupiou auvepyouvroq, Kai tov 
A oyov (3£(3aiouvToq, Sia toov £7TctKoAou0r|advToov aripieioov: 1 
•e^eA0ouaai: 1 
•£^eA086vT£q: 1 
•djiyriTiKai EKAoyai: 1 
•e^ouciav: 1 
•eiri: 1 

*£Tri TOV UlOV TOO 0£O0: 1 

•ein: 12 3 4 
•£TiaKoAou0dv: 1 

•diEiSr) 5e ev xiai... TtpoaKEvcai... “’Avacxaq" k.t.A. Sored 5e touto Siacpoovdv tw utto McrcQaiou 
dpriiaevco...1 
•enwzoXaq Ka0oAiKaq: 1 
•ducpavia, Ta: 1 
•duepavda: 1 

•£TiAr|poo0r| guv ©do r| £pptr|vda tou Kara Mapnov ayiou EuayyEAiou airo cpoovrjc;, ev tuhv Eupov 
KupiAAou AAs^avSpEooq, ev aAAoiq 5e Buecopoq Ttp£a|3uTepou: 1 
•Epupia: 1 
•egti: 1 

•dp’ EKaoTco toov TEoaapoov EuayysAioov dpi0jaoq tu; irpoKEiTai KotTa piEpoq k.t.A.: 1 

*£cpo[3t]0r|oav <po(3ov piEyav: 1 

*£cpo(3ouvTO yap: 123456789 10 11 

•Ecpo(3ouvTO yap + teAoc;: 1 

•Ecpo(3ouvTO yap + teAoc;. ev tigi: 1 

*£cpo0ouvTO yap: 1 

•dopaKaq: 1 

*£(35ojad5aq: 1 

•£(35ojad5£q: 1 
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•£(35opiq: 1 

•eKaxepav rrapaScKTcav UTtapxeiv ... Guyxwpoupi£vou dvai aAr|0ouq.: 1 
•dccrcov Kai e^Kovta: 1 
•eKatovxapxoc;: 1 
•£ppr|vda: 1 2 

•spprivda Ildrpou AaoSwdaq dq Touq 5' ay[iouq] euayyeAioTaq: 1 
•£oo0ivov avaotaaijaov y': 1 
•e(3aAov: 1 
•dcAeuJnq: 1 

•ev Tiai psv toov dvuypacpoov eooq ooSe irAripourai 6 EuayysAiatriq, eooq ou Kai ’Eucefhoq 6 ItapcpiAou 
eKavoviaev ev aAAoiq be xauxa (pepecar avacrraq, k.t.A.: 1 

•ev Tiai toov dvuypacpoov eooq oo5e rrAripouTai 6 £uaYYeAlo'Tr^q• ev noXXoii q be Kai xavxa cpeperai: 
1 

•ev noi toov dvuypacpoov ou KdvTai [?] xavxa: 1 

•e£ 1 

•epyoov: 1 

•epicpoi: 1 

•epxetai ouv: 1 

•ecru: 12 3 


•£XH uqv avacpopav aujjcpoovooq too MaT0aup, rrpoq tov TrpoAa(36vTa Kaipov, to be “npooi” rrpoq Tiqv 
Trjq Mapiaq yevopevriv dncpaveiav diroSo0£ir|: 1 
•e'xeiv: 1 

•eooq ou Eucefhoq 6 IlapcpiAou eKavovioev: 1 

•eva 0eov, tov auTov naxepa rravToov ,—tov auTov erci navToov, Kai ev naoi, k.t.A,: 1 


•ehepoq: 1 2 

•exepoq be npooeXQcvv Aoyxfl auTou ujv TiAeupav evu^e: 1 
•’EykukAiov emoxoXr\v: 1 
•’EyKUKAioq: 1 
•’Ekeivti TTop£u0daa: 1 

•’EKAoyil ev auvTOjaop £K toov cuvt£@£vtoov utto Euaefhou Ttpoq 2/cecpavov [and npoq Mapivov] TT£pi 
toov ev Toiq EuayyeAioiq ^rirripiaTcov Kai Auaeoov: 1 

•’Ev piev Toiq dKpi(3£OT£poiq dvuypdcpoiq to KaTa MapKov euayyeAiov ptexpi tou ecpo(3ouvTO ydp, 
e'xu to xeXoq. ev be xwi TcpooKTiTai Kai xavxa avacrcaq be Tipoot npooTri aa(3(3aToov (sic) ecpavri 
TtpooTov Mapia Tfj May5aAr|vfj acp’ f|q £k(3£(3Ai)k£i enxa Saipovia: 1 

•’Ev Tfj rpaepa tou crraupou Ta TT£pi tou crcaupou navxa avayivoocKopev. ev too aa(3(3aT0p too peyaAoo 
TraAiv, ou Trap55o0r| rpjoov 6 Kupooq, ou eaTaupoo09r|, ou arreOave to KaTa aapKa, oxi ddcprp 
uvoq ouv £V£K£V Kai Taq Tipa^eiq toov aTrooT8dAoov ou peTa Ttqv xevxx\Koaxr\v avayivooGKopev, 
ot£ Kai eyevovxo, Kai apxriv e'Aa(3ov: 1 

•’Evopiaav ’HAiav eivai, cpr|ai, tov KaAoupevov, Kai eu0eooq droucav auTov o^oq: 1 
*’Evt£u 0£ (finely says Victor of Antioch) 6 Kaivoq apxeTai vopoq 6 Kaxa to Ttveupa: 1 
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•’ErrsiSfi 5s sv tioi toov dvtiypacpoov rrpooKEitai tip rrapovtr suayysAioo, “dvaataq 5s tfj pia too 
aa(3(3atou npoot, scpavri (Note, that Victor twice omits the word npootov, and twice reads rfj pia 
too ca(3(3atou, (instead of rrpootri oa(3(3atoo), only because Eusebius had inadvertently (three 
times) done the same thing in the place from which Victor is copying. See Mai Nova P.P. Bibl. 
iv. p. 256, line 19 and 26: p. 257 line 4 and 5.) Mapia tfj May5aAr|vfj,” Soksi 5s touto Siacpoovsiv 
too otto MatBaiou sipripsvoo, spoupsv coq Suvatov psv sItisiv oil vsvoBsutai to napa Mapvctp 
isAsuiaiov sv nai cpspopsvov. rrAfiv iva pf] So^oopsv etu to stoipov Katacpsuysiv, outooq 
dvayvoocopsBa - “avaciaq 5s,” Kai urrooii^avisq ETrdyoopsv, “upon tfj pia tou oa(3(3atou scpavri 
Mapia tfj May5aAr|vfj.” vva: 1 
•’Ecpavp rrpootov Mapia tfj May5aAr|vfj.: 1 
•'EAApviq, lupocpoivioaa tco ysvsi: 1 
•'Evoq 5’ sti pvr|c6siq Trspiypaijico tov Aoyov: 1 
•’'EBoq 5s oApv tpv s(35opa5a oa(3(3atov KaAsiv.: 1 
•"Eativ 5s xai tauta cpspopsva psta to scpo(3ouvto yap.: 1 
•"Etspoq: 1 

•f| ppspa toov aa(3(3atoov: 1 
•f| ppspa tou aa(3(3atou: 1 
•f| ppspa tou aa(3(3atou: 1 
•f| TopSavpq irotapoq: 1 
•f| TouSaia xd>pa: 1 
•f| pia toov oa(3(3atoov: 1 
•f| pia toov oa(3(3atoov: 1 
•fj pia oa(3(3atoov: 1 
•f| pia toov aa(3(3atoov: 1 
•f| pupocpopoq: 1 
•f| TiapaoKsup: 1 
•pKticiq: 1 

•ppiv toiq aTiooroAoiq psAAouoi to suayysAiov KatayysAAsiv ndap tfj Ktiast: 1 
•ppsiq s^ aKpi(3oov aviiypacpoov, coq sv TiAsiotoiq supovtsq aura: 1 
•ppsiq pKouaapsv autou Asyovtoq: s(35oppKovta tsooapoov: 1 

•ppootaq to rrpootov,—Elooq napa psv tco MatBaioo oiJte rox(3(3dtoov cpaivstai Eysysppsvoq 6 Ecotpp, 
Trapa 5s too Mapxcp irpcot tfj pia toov aa(3(3atoov: 1 
•p coq 6 aAAoq: 1 
•f|A6sv: 1 
•f|v: 1 
•f|v: 1 
• r Hv: 1 
•i5ia: 1 
•iaxupov:1 
•ipaq: 1 
•ico(3pA: 1 
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•Tco<a)(3ou: 1 
•Tpoouq: 12 3 
•Tpoouq Xpiotoq: 1 2 
•TopSavpq: 1 

•TouSav tov siriKaAoupsvov TaKapio6rr|v: 1 

•TouSaq ’IaKapiootpv: 1 

•TouSaia: 1 

•TooSuvapd touto: 1 

•'iEpoooAupa: 1 

•'l£pouaaApp aocpBp tfj autp npepa ouvpypevoov toov Aoutoov : 1 

• Truro Autoq... erri to rrpootov etoq autoKpatopoq AA^avSpou touq xpovouq rrEpiypacpa: 1 
•TatopeT [sc. narriaq] etepov rrapaSo^ov rcepi Touctov tov £rriKAp0£Vta Bapaa(3av ysyovoq: 1 
•'Tva be ooo<(op£vou veal too toov Aouroov 5i’ oAou ooopatoq te Kai dppou, dSvai £xoiq touq oiKdouq 
SKaotou suayyeAiatou to rrouq, £v oiq Kata toov autoov pv£x0paav cpiAaAp@ooq anew, £K tou 
rrovppatoq tou rrpo£ippp£vou avSpoq dApcpooq aepoppaq, Ka0’ etepav pe0o5ov xavovaq Sena tov 
api0pov Siexapa^a aoi touq urrotetaypevouq: 1 
•oySopK: 1 
•oijre ca(3(3atoov: 1 
•orjre toov aa(3(3atoov: 1 2 
•6 avtiypacpoq (sic: 1 
•6 £v ayioiq: 1 
•6 Tpoouq: 12 3 
•6 Tpoouq: 1 
•6 uatepoq: 1 
•6 0eoq £Ka0apia£: 1 
•6 Kupioq: 1 2 
•6 Kupioq: 1 
•6 Aoyoq: 1 

•6 Mat@aToq_ooorr£p Epppvdioov cautov, drpyayE tfj ducpoooKouop dq piav oa(3(3atoov.: 1 

•6 be M apKoq eppoiv, oti “Ka0api^oov ta (3poopata,” tautaaA£y£v: 1 
•6 5e: 1 
•old: 1 
•6 Ktiotpq: 1 

•6 patpv cvtau0a do£A0dov, sine, teq rrpocpptpq, rroioq arrootoAoq rjpiv opp£pov 5i£A£x©p, Kai 
rcepi tivoov: 1 

•6 p£v yap [to KEcpaAaiov auto] tpv touto cpaoKouoav rr£piKorrpv a0£toov, euroi av pp ev arraoiv 
autpv cpcpeaOai tolq avtiypacpoiq tou Kata MapKov £uayy£Aiou - ta youv aKpi(3fj toov avtiypacpoov 
T'O T'EAOE nepiypacpEi trjq Kata tov MapKov iotopiaq ev toiq Aoyoiq K.t.A. oiq etuAeyei, “Kai 
ou5£vi ouSev drrov, dpo(3ouvto yap.” ’Ev toutoo oxeSov ev arraoi tolq avtiypacpoiq tou Kata 
MapKov £uayy£Aiou rrEpiyEyparrtai T'O T'EAOE: 1 
•6 p£v cppoi: 1 
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•6 psv cpr|oiv to aAAoq 5e (ppoiv: 1 
•6 paKapioq: 1 

•6 oupavoq veal p yrj TrapeAeuaovtai, oi 5e Aoyoi pou ou pp TrapeABooai.: 1 
•6 trjq (3aaiAi5oq rroAeooq etugkottoc; ’Iooavvpq: 1 
•6 uioq too @eou: 1 

•opoiooq be kcu to napa too Mdp^yeypappsvov '0 psv ouv Kupooq, k.t.A.: 1 

•opoiooq be Kai to Trapa too Mapxcp yeypappEvov '0 psv ouv Kupioq— ek Se^ioov tou 09eou: 1 

•opoioteAeutov: 12 3 

•o^oq peta xoArjq pspiypsvov: 1 

•60ev oocniEp Siepppveuoov autoq eautov 6 Mat@aToq peta to oiJte aa(3(3atoov, ETrpyaye tfj 
ETricpooGKOucp eiq piav aa(3(3atoov.: 1 

•orrep ouSerrotE rrpotepov cuve($p, aAA’ rj ev Aiyurrtop povov, ote to rracxa teAEiaOai e'peAAe’ Kai 
yap EKEiva toutoov turroq pv: 1 

•orrooq be pp EiTrooai tivsq ekAeuJiiv eivai to yeyEvppEvov, ev tfj tecaapeoKaiSEKatp ppepa trjq 
aeApvpq yeyovE to GKOtoq:—ote ekAeuJiiv oup($pvai appxavov: 1 
•boa be toov avtiypacpoov aKpi(3£ot£pov eyei ev Bp@a(3apa cppaiv: 1 

•otr be ou5e ouvsxooq ErrexoopiaijEV, ou5e opoiooq, Asysi oti tpitov touta ecpavp autoTq, oze syepOp 

EK VEKpOOV: 1 

•oti v£vo0£utai to rrapa MapKoo tsAsutaTov ev tiai cpEpopevov.: 1 
•'0 K'YPIOE: 1 

•'0 KApppq... £iq tpv KopoSou tsAEUtpv Trepiypacpei touq xpovouq: 1 

•'0 psv Mapxoq drraAAattoov eautov tou drraitr|0fjvai toov xpovoov tpv ta^iv, outooq Eirrev, opoiooq 
be Kai 6 AouKaq - 6 be Mat@aToq oux outooq’ aAAa Kai aKoAou@iav Evtau0a SiatppeT: 1 
•'0 psv ouv AouKaq, drraAAattoov eautov tou drraitr|0fjvai toov xpovoov tpv ta^iv, outooq eutev: 
1 


•'0 psvtoi ye rrpotepoq autoov [viz. the sect of the Severiani] apxpyoq 6 Tatiavoq auvacpeiav tiva 
Kai ouvayooypv ouk oi5’ orrooq toov EuayysAioov auv0eiq, to 5ia teocapoov touto rrpoooovopaoEV. 
"0 Kai Trapa traiv ero8eti vuv cpepetai.: 1 

•'0 psv ouv Kupioq, peta to AaArjcai autoiq, avsApcpOp erq tov oupavov, Kai £Ka0iaev ek Se^ioov 
tou 0eou" ekeivoi be E^sABovtEq EKrjpu^av navtaxou, tou Kupiou ouvepyouvtoq, Kai tov Aoyov 
(3e(3aiouvtoq 5ia toov £TraKoAou0ouvtoov oppsioov. Appv.: 1 

•'0 yEyovEV, ev autoo (pop pv: 1 

•'OAou yap tou ooopatoq (povtoq, obq shrew, trjq Beiaq ypacprjq, ttoiov pupioKE (sc. Marcion) peAoq 
veKpov Kata tpv autou yvooppv, iva Trapeiaayayp iJisuSoq Kata trjq aApBeiaq; .... TrapeKorjiE 
rroAAa toov psAoov, Kateaxe be svia tiva rrap’ eautop’ Kai auta be ta Kataax£0ivta eti (oovta ou 
Suvatai v£Kpoua0ai, aAA’ ekei psv to ^ootiKov trjq Epcpaoeooq, Kav te pupiooq rrap’ autoo Kata 
Aentov aTrotpp0eip: 1 

•"Ote yiop ouk pv EKAeujnq, aAA’ opyp te Kai ayavaKtpoiq, ouk £vteu0ev povov 5 Apy aAAa 
Kai arro tou Kaipou’ tpeiq yap dopaq rrapepEivEV, p be EKAeujnq ev pia yivetai Kaipou porrfj: 1 

•"Oti eic Ka0’ iotopiav euaTT: 1 
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•bayysAiov Kata MatBaTov £yp8dcpp *ai avT£(3Ap@p ex tcgv 'IepoaoAopoip naAaioov avnypacpcov, 
ev cuxoip (3: 1 
•oraxvTa: 1 

•vnavza sip to Kata Aooxav ev xecpaAaico p0:1 

•vnavza sip to Trjp psyaApp e Mat0. Epxnxa npop roup pa@pTap: 1 

•un£p(3a eip to Trjp y: 1 

•UTtep(3aGip: 1 

•oTToOeaip: 12 3 

•imoSppaTa: 1 

•opvop £co09i9vop: 1 

•oaTepov: 12 3 

•ooTepov be: 1 

•"YoTepov: 1 

•"YaTepov avaxeipsvoip aoToip Tovp evSexa £(pav£pcb0p: 1 

•"YaTEpov, avaxeipEvoip aoToip Toip svSexa EcpavspcbOp, xai covs'iSiae Tpv amoziav aoTcov xai 
axAppoxapSiav, oti Toip 0£aaap£voip aoTov sypyEppEvov obx kniozevoav. Kai eittev aoToip, 
“nop£u0£VT£p dp tov xoapov coravTct, xppb^aTE to EoayyeAiov naor\ zf\ Kzioei. 6 niazevoap xai 
(3aTma0£ip, aco@pa£Tav 6 5 e aiuaTpaap, xaTaxpi@pa£Tai. appeia 5s Toip mozevaaai zavza 
7rapaxoAoo@pc£i- ev tco ovopaYi poo Saipovia ex(3aAooar yAoaaaaip AaArjaooci xaivaip' ocpeip 
apooar xav 0avaaipov ti ttuogiv, oo prj aoToop (3Aaij;£r etti appcbcToop xsipocp Em0poooai, xai 
xaAcop E^ooaiv.”: 1 
•cop: 1 

•(bp EV TlAElOTOip: 1 

•cop SpApTppiov cpappaxov sppiovTop xai ppSsv apSsp 5ia Tpv too Kopioo xdpiv oTiopEivavTop.: 
1 

•oop napiazaoQai ev tootou; xaipoop 5oo - tov pev yap Trjp avaozaaeax; tov “oiJie too aa(3(3aToo.” 
tov 5e Trjp too ZcoTrjpop Eiucpaveiap, tov “irpcot.”: 1 

•oop napiazaoQai ev tootoip xaipoop 5oo - tov pev Trjp avaoTaasoop tov “ocjie too oa(3(3aToo.” tov 
5e Trjp too looTrjpop Eiucpaveiap, tov “upon.”: 1 
•cbuov: 1 

•obp cppaiv Eocejbiop 6 Kaioapeiap ev tco npop M(3pTvov x.t.A.: 1 

•(boTE tov aoTov oxebov voeioOai xaipov, rj tov ccpoSpa eyyop, irapa Toip EoayYeAicTaip Siacpopoip 
ovopaaiTETppppEvov. ppSev te Siacpepeiv MaT@aiov ippxoTa “oiJie— Tacpov” [xxviii. 1.] Tooavvoo 
cppaavTop “Tfj 5 e pia— eti oocpp cxouap.” [xx. 1.] irAaToxcop yap sva xai tov aoTov SpAooci 
Xpovov Siacpopoip pppaoi: 1 

•’Qpiysvpp 5 e cppci,—’Eiri povcov ’Ecpeoicov eopopev xeipsvov to “toip ayioip Toip ooar” xai 
^pToopsv, si pp TTapsAxei TtpooxEipEvov to “Tovp ayioip Tovp ooai,” ti SovaTai oppaivsiv; opa oov 
si pp (OOTTEp £V Tfj ’E^65(p OVOpa cppaiv EaOTOO 6 XPPpetTi^COV MoaaEl TO V QN OOTOOp oi pETEXOVTEp 
too ovTop yivovTai “ovtep,” xaAoopEvoi oiovsi ex too pp sivai sip to eivai. “s^sXs^azo ydp 6 
©sop Ta pp ovTa,” cppaiv 6 aoTop EtaoAop, “iva Ta ovTa xaTapypap: 1 
•’CpiyEvoop TipoAoyop sip Tpv Epppvsiav too xaTa Mapxov EoayyeAioo: 1 
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•''Date 5e eupiaBeoTepov ysveaBai tsv Aoyov, SeopieBa real 7iapaKaA9o8upiev, oirep Kai erci toov 
aAAoov ypacpoov nenoir\Ka\iev, npoAaja(3dveiv, Tiqv nepiKOTifiv kjq ypacprjq rjv yieAAoopiev 
s^r|veTa0ai: 1 
•op: 1 


•• Kai tr]v Siavoiav acpopitjopiev toov ei;fjq eTuAeyopievoov. ska to piev avaoraq av, erci Tiqv napa too 
MatBaico oifie aa($(3aToov. tots yap eyfiyepTO - to 5e e£;fjq exepaq ov Siavoiaq uTrocnaTiKov, 
ouvaifioopiev Toiq STuAeyopievoiq - Tipooi yap Tfj pud tou aa(3(3aTou ecpavri Mapia Tfj May5aAr|vfj. 
touto youv e5f|Aooo£ Kai 6 ’Iooavvriq Tipooi Kai auroq Tfj pna tou aa(3($aTou obcpBai auTov Tfj 
May5aAr|vfj ptapTUTifioaq. oikooq ouv Kai napa too MapKoo Tipooi ecpavri aurfj. ou Tipooi avaoraq, 
aAAa tioAu rpoTspov Kara tov MaT0aiov oij;e tou aa(3(3aTou. tote yap avaaTaq ecpavri Tfj Mapia, 
ou tots aAAa Tipooi. obq napioTaaBai ev TouToiq Kaipouq 5uo. tov pev yap Trjq avaoTaaeooq tov 
oijre tou aa(3(3aTou, tov 5e kjv tou Eookjpoq eiucpaveiaq, tov Tipooi, ov eypaifiev 6 MapKoo eincbv 
(o Kai pisTcc SiaoToArjq avayvoooTeov) avaoraq 5k ska UTiooTi^avTeq, to e^rjq pr|Teov, Tipooi Tfj pna 
tou aa(3(3aTou ecpavri Mapia Tfj May5aAr|vfj, acp’ rjq £K(3e(3AuK£i enTa Saiptovia.: 1 
•Autti pev ouv f| toov uTioTeTaypevoov Kavovoov unoBeaiq - f| 5e cacpiqq auToov 5if|yr|Giq, sgtiv r|5e. 
’Ecp’ eKaoToo toov Teooapoov euayyeAioov apiBptoq Tiq TipoKevrai Kara piepoq, dpxopevoq aro tou 
npooTou, eka SeuTepou, Kai Tpkou, Kai KaBe^rjq npoioov 5i’ oAou piexpi tou TeAouq tou (3i(3Aiou: 


1 

•AIMATOC ZAXAPIOY [YIOY BAPAXIOY] ON EOONEYCATE: 1 
•ANAEIHPOYC: 1 


•ANOPoo: 1 
•ANOC: 1 


•An AYToo: 1 

•Apx: 1 

•BiKTopoq Tipea(3uTepou AvTioxeiaq eppriveia eiq to KaTa MapKov euayyeAiov: 1 
•BAnTIEMA METANO'IAE E’lE ’AOEEIN AMAPTI'ON: 1 
•BIKTOPOC: 1 

•BIKTQPOE Tipea(3uTepou AvTioxeiaq Kai aAAoov uvoov ayioov TiaTepoov e^f|or|oiq eiq to KaTa 
MapKov ayiov euayyeAiov: 1 
•BIKToo: 1 

•Bapoa(3av tov eniKAriBevTa ’Iouotov: 1 

•Br|0a(3apd: 12 3 

•Br|0avia: 12 3 

T: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

T, A, A: 12 

T, A, n: 1 

T, A: 1 

•A: 1 

•AIHNYrH CAN 01 OO0AAMOI KAI [EnErNoo: 1 
•AOHA EN WICTOIC OEoo: 1 
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•Aeucvuq 5e 6 euaYY^otrjq, cm pera tiqv avaaraciv ouketi ouvexooq auToiq ouvrjv, Xeyei, touto 
rj5r| rpiro Toiq pta@r|Taiq wcp0r|: 1 

•Aiara^eiq toov auToov ayioov AtcootoAoov rcepi xeipoTovioov, 5ia TtucoAutou: 1 
•Aiacpoovia EvayyeXiw. 1 

•AiSaoKaAia toov &yioov AtcootoAoov rcepi xapiopicdoov.: 1 
•A,n: 1 

•El 5e Kcd to “AvacTOtq: 1 

•El ouv ev zi roov Teooapoov euocyysAtoov occoiovSriTioTe, (3ouAr|0eir|q siriorfjvai tivi oo (3ouAei 
KecpaAaioo, Kai Yvoovai riveq to TcapaccAricia eipiqKaai, Kai Touq oiKeiouq ev eKaotco Tonouq eupeiv 
ev oiq Kata roov auToov r|vex0r|oav, r|q enexeiq nepiKonfjq avaAa(3oov tov ccpoKeipievov api0piov, 
eTu^r|Tr|oaq re auTov evSov ev too kccvovi ov r| 5ia too Kivva(3dpeooq UTiocripieioooiq u7co(3e(3Ar|K£v, 
eior| piev eu0uq ek toov erd pieTooccou tou Kavovoq npoYpacpoov, occocoi Kai uveq to TcapaccAricia 
eiptpKaciv eniozr\aac, 5e Kai Toiq toov Aoutoov euaYY^iwv dpi0ptoiq Toiq ev too Kavovi oo enexeiq 
dpi0piop TiapaKeipievoiq, £Tu^r|Tr|oaq te aircouq evSov ev Toiq oiKeioiq eKaoTou euaYY^iou Toccoiq, 
Ta TrapaTcArioia Xeyovzap euprioeiq.: 1 

•Eipr|vaToq 6 toov AtcootoAoov nArioiov, ev too ccpoq Taq aipeoeiq y Aoyop touto avipveYKev to pr|tov 
ooq MapKoo eipruaevov.: 1 
•EuaYY^ia dvaoTaoipta eoo0iva: 1 
•EuaYY^ov Kaza MapKov: 1 

•Euoe(3ioq_ev Taiq ccpoq MapTvov ecci Taiq ccepi tou 0eiou cca@ouq Kai Trjq avaoTaoeooq (jr|Tr|0£ci 

Kai ekAuoegi, k.t.A.: 1 
•Euae(3ioq cpr|oiv 6 Kaioapeiaq k.t.A.: 1 

•EuxapiGTOuvTeq AeYoptev, A oE,a ev uiJnoToiq 0eoo, Kai ecci Ynq eipr|vr|, ev av0pooccoiq euSoKia: 1 
•ETENETO AE EN CAB BAToo: 1 

•EK TOY [IIONHPOY. EK TOY] KOCMOY OYK EICIN KAOoo: 1 

•EN: 1 

•EN Too: 1 

•ENANOPoo: 1 

•EN, AN: 1 

•EYArrE AIZETAI [KAI I1AC EIC AYTHN BI AZETAl] EYKOIIoo: 1 
•EYArrEAION KATA MAPKON: 1 2 
•EOOBOYNTO TAP: 1 
•EOOBOYNTO TAP. TO TEAOC: 1 

•Ei 5e Kai to avaoraq 5e ccpooi ptera to eccicpepopieva ccapa: 1 
•Zr|Tr|iaaTa Kai Auoeiq: 1 
•H: 1 

•H AAAoc 5e Aa(3oov AoT: 1 
•H ArPOYC: 1 
•H AAe: 1 
•H MHTe: 1 
•H nATe: 1 
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•HTe: 1 

•0eov upoov: 1 

•IHA: 1 

•IHAHM: 1 

•Kupioq: 1 

•KAI ANATAToo: 1 

•KAI EKA0HTO E ElANoo: 1 

•KATA MAPKON: 1 2 3 4 5 

•KYAAOYC: 1 

•Kai f] pev dvcoAouBia Trjq SiSaaKaAiaq [cf. Cyril, p. 4, lines 16-7] rrjq TcicTeooq icpoeTpeTiev eiiceiv 
xai rd rcepi Trjq AvaArpJieooq - aXX r\ ton 0eou x^pip opKovoppae nXr\peoxax<x ae aKouaai, Kara Tpv 
ppeTepav acBeveiav, rfj xBeq ppepa Kata rrjv KupiaKpv koct’ oiKovopiav Trjq Beiaq xapitoq, ev 
tfj Zuva^ei rrjq toov avayvooapaToov aKoAouBiaq xa. rcepi Trjq eiq oupavouq avoSou tou loarrjpoq 
ppoov ■^:epl£xouar|q• eXeyexo be ra Aeyopeva, paAicTa pev 5ia icavTaq, Kai 5ia to toov tcictoov opou 
TTAfjBoq' ££jaipd:ooq 5e5ia ae - ^Terrai be ei icpoceaxeq Toiq Aeyopevoiq. OiSaq yap oti rj aKoAouBia 
T8rjq nioTEOjq 5i5aaKai ae marEueiv eiq T'ON ’ANAITANEA T'Hi TP'ITHi HM'EPA - KA'I ’ANEA0'ONTA 
E’lZ TO'YT O'YPANO'YE, KA'I KA0TIANTA ’EK AE0I~QN TO~Y IIATP'OE—paAicTa pev ouv 
pvppoveueiv ae vopiijoo Trjq e^pypaeooq. icAfiv ev napaSpopfj Kai vuv UTCopipvpaKoo ae toov 
eipppevoov: 1 

•Kai 5p rouSe tou pepouq auyxoopoupevou eivai aApBouq: 1 

•Kai 5p TouSe tou pepouq auyxoopoupevou eivai aApBouq, icpoapKei tov vouv Siepppveueiv tou 
dvayvooapaToq' ei youv SieAoipev Tpv tou Aoyou Siavoiav, ouk av eupoipev auTpv evavT iav Toiq 
Tcapa tou MaTBaiou oijre aa(3(3aToov eypyepBai tov EooTrjpa AeAeypevoiq - to yap “avacTaq be Tcpoo'i 

Tfj pia: 1 

•Kai ppv to euayyeAiov rouvavriov Aeyei, oti Tfj Mapia icpooTri [aocpBp].: 1 
•KaBoAiKai AeyovTai aural, oiovei eyKUKAioi: 1 

•Kai e^eABouaai ecpuyov aico tou pvppeiou. eixsv be aBTac Tpopoc Kai exoxaoic. eooc 5ia toov 
euaKoAouBouvToov appeioov.: 1 
•Kaiaapiaq: 1 

•KaTa piav aa($(3aToov, rj Kai xaxa aa($(3aTov, Tpv peAAouaav ev upiv avayvooa0f|aea6ai toov 
euayyeAioov TiepiKoicfiv, TauTpv rc9p6 toutoov toov ppepoov peTa xdpaq Aap(3avoov dcaaToq o’ikoi 
KaBppevoq avayivooaKeToo: 1 
•KApppq ev decop toov uTCOTUirooaeoov: 1 
•Koo: 1 

•K. toov p. Kai ’Iooapcp tou Sncaiou: 1 
•A: 1 2 3 
•Aoyoq: 1 

•MapKoq 6 euayyeAiaTriq: 1 
•MeAAoov be ava(3aivoov 6 Tpaouq: 1 

•Mepvpao be Kai toov eipppevoov poi icoAAaKiq rcepi tou, eK Se^ioov tou IlaTpoq KaBe^eaBai tov 
Yiov: 1 
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•Mia Toav aa(3(3atoov: 1 
•MPA: 1 
•MP, Ao: 1 

•Mapia p too ’IaKoa(3oo: 1 

•Mapia p Tavco6(3ou too piKpoo Kai ’Ioaarj prjopp: 1 
•Mapia p Toaarj: 1 
•MapKoo: 1 

•Meta 5k xavxa Sooiv k^ aoToav TrepuraTOoaiv scpavspoaGp ev depot popcpfj, iropeoopEvoiq eiq aypov. 
vcaicdvoi aTieABovTeq dTtpyyEiAav ^olq Aouroiq - oo5e EKsivoiq enioxevoav.: 1 
•Oo yap pv a^ioq uq ev zf\ ttoAei ’IooSaioav, (oaq cpr|aiv Eoce(3ioq KecpaAaioa iy' npoq Mapivov,) to 
K ata too 5ia(3oAoo Tpoiraiov tov araopov (3aardaai - aAA’ 6 aypoo, oq ppSsv driKEKOivoavpKE 
rfj Kata Xpioroo piaicpovia: 1 

•OoSev av tjpTpBeip Kara Tooq Toirooq, si to orjie aa(3(3aToav pp Tpv EairEpivpv oapav Tpv peTa Tpv 
ppspav too aa(3(3dtou AsyecBai oiroAa(3oip£v, oaq uv£q oireiApcpaaiv, aAAa to (3pa5o Kai oijiE Trjq 
vuKToq Trjq pera to aa(3(3aTov, k.t.A.: 1 
•Ooq: 1 

•OIITOY MEPOC KAI [AnO MEAICCI OY KHPIOY KAI] AABoo: 1 
•OYNOC: 1 

•OYX EXI XPEIAN [El MH TOYC ITOAAC] NI VAV0AI AAAA ECTIN: 1 


•n: 1 2 

•IlavTa 5e xa irappyyEApEva Toiq TT£pi tov ndpov oovropoaq E^pyyeiAav pera 5 e Taora Kai aoroq 
6 ’Ipoooq airo avaToAKrjq Kai axpi Soaeoaq e^aneoxeiXev 5i’ aoroav to ispov Kai acp0apTo Kppoypa 
Trjq aioaviou coarppiaq.: 1 

•IlavTa 5e xa napp yysApeva Toiq Ti£pi tot| irerpov oovropoaq e£;p yyiAav - pera 5e xavxX Kai aoroq 
oiq, axpi Soaeoaq Kai axpi Soaeoaq e^aireaTiAEv 5i aoroav to 'Iepov Kai Acp0apTOV kt| poypa - rpq 
aioa viou aoarppiaq -: 1 

•ndpEiyu vov ... irpoq too teAei toov aoroav navTOTE Toiq iraai tjpToopsva: 1 

•ndaa KTiaiq: 1 

•Iloaq Kara tov MaT0aiov orjie aa(3(3aToav p MaySaApvp T£0£apevp Tpv avaaTaaiv, KaTa tov 
’Ioaavvpv p aoTp ecToaaa KAaiei irapa too pvppsioa too pia too aa(3(3aToo: 1 

•Iloaq irapa psv too MaT0aioa oijiE aa(3(3aToav cpaivETai EyeyeppEvoq 6 EoaTpp, irapd 5s too MapKoa 
it peat Tfj pia toov aa(3(3aToav.: 1 

•Iloaq irapd too MaT0aioa p MaySaApvp Mapia peTa Trjq aAApq Mapiaq E^oa too pvppaToq soapaKsv 
tov Eva dyyeAov EiriKa0pp£vov too Ai0oa too pvppaToq, k.t.A: 1 

•Iloaq, KaTa tov MaT0aiov, orjie aa(3(3aToav p MaySaApvp peTa Trjq aAApq Mapiaq aijiapevp roav 
iroSoav too EoaTrjpoq, p aoTp irpoat Tfj pia too aa(3(3aToo aKoosi pf| poo cctitoo, KaTa tov Toaavvpv: 
1 


•Iloaq, KaTa tov MaT0aiov, oijiE aa(3(3aToav f| MaySaApvf] T£0sap£vp Tpv avaaTaaiv, KaTa tov 
T oaavvpv p aoTp saToaqa KAaisi irapd too pvppsioa Tfj pia too aa(3(3aToo.: 1 
•IIEP: 1 


•I1EPI XAPIEMATON: 1 
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•I1HP: 1 
•TINA: 1 
•EtNe: 1 
•I1PA: 1 
•IIToo: 1 

•nauAoq aTroaroXop Tr|aou Xpiarou 5ia BeArijjaroc; 0eou, roTq ayiou; roiq ouaiv Kai mcroTc; ev 
Xpiauo Tr|oou: 1 

•Ilapa TiXeiarou; avriypacpoip ou Keivrai [I, ou Keirai: J, ouk r|v 5e] raura ta [M, 0, T om. ra] 
eiucpepopieva ev [D, F, H om. ev] up Kata Mapvcov [B, ev too napovri] euayyeAioo: 1 
•Ilapa TiXeiarou; avuypacpoiq raura ra [Q om. ra] emcpepopieva ev [A om. ev] roo Kara Mapxov 
euayyeAioo ooq vo0a voptiaavreq uveq [Q, rivaq: 1 
•neuaeiq: 1 
•TTepi Xapiaparoov: 1 

•TTepi rrjp SoKouariq ev roiq euayyeAioic; K.r.X. Siacpooviaq: 1 
•IlepiKOTuriv: 1 

•Ilpoq rrjv rou uiroKeipevou Tipo(3Ar]]jaro(; Auaiv, Kai uov aAAoov roov Kara rrjv e^eraaiv roov pr|roov 
a9vacpuopevoov ^lqrriaeoov, K.r.X.: 1 
•npoq ro 0ea0rjvai auroiq: 1 

•Ilpooe0ero 5e ev raj i5rco AirooroXiKcp KaXoupevoo Kai rrjq KaXouptevriq irpoq AaoSuceaq:—“Eiq 
Kupioq, piia merit;, ev fjctiruapia, eiq Xpiaroq, eiq ©eoq, Kai Ilarrip iravroov, 6 erci iravroov Kai 5ia 
iravroov Kai ev iraaiv.: 1 
•PT: 1 
•Za(3(3ara: 1 
•Za(3(3arov: 1 
•Eaptapeiaq: 1 
•Earavaq: 1 
•Ernaeioaaiq: 1 

•Euvayooyr] airopioov Kai eiuAuaeoov, eKXeyeiaa ev eiriropfj eK rrjp euayyeXiKfjt; auptcpooviaa rou 
ayiou 'Hauxiou irpea($urepou 'IepoaoXupioov: 1 
•Zuva^apia: 1 

•Eyi^ovrai 5e oi oupavoi, r] Kara Mar0aTov avoiyovrai, iva roiq av0pooiroi<; airo5o@fj e^ oupavou 
6 ayiaapoq, Kai auvacp0fj roiq eiriyeioic; ra ou pavia: 1 
•Tap roov iepoov airoaroAoov SiaSoxap: 1 
•Trjv rouro cpaaKouaav irepiKOTtr|v: 1 

•Ti yevoir’ av rouroov irapavopoorepov, ri 5e 0r|pioo5ecrepov, K.r.X.: 1 
•To Kara MapKov euayyeAiov: 1 

•Tfj rou r|Xiou Aeyoptevri rpaepa, iravroov Kara noXeip rj aypoup pievovroov eiri ro auro auveXeuaip 
yiverai, Kai ra diropivrijjoveuptara roov airoaroAoov r] ra auyypapijaara roov irpocpr|roov 
avayivooaKerat, piexpip eyxoopei: 1 
•T'O T'EAOC: 1 
•TEAOC: 1 
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•TH: 1 

•TO TEAOC: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
•TO TEAOC:12 
•TYOAOYC: 1 2 

•Ti \ie spootaq ns pi too ayaBou; etc; eotiv 6 ayaBoq: 1 
•Ti Asysiq ayaBov; ouSdq ayaBoc;, d prj sic;, 6 0soq: 1 
•To 5s avaataq: 1 
•Toutou Sittr] av dr| f| Auoiq: 1 

•Toutou Sittr] av sir) f| Auoiq - 6 psv yap [to KscpaAaiov auto del: 1 

•Tou 5e caroatoAou cpaai toAprjaai tivaq autov petacppaaai cpoovaq, obq duSioopBoupsvov autoov 
tf]v trjq cppaasooq auvta^iv.: 1 
•Y: 12 

•YnOOECIC EIC TO KATA MAPKON ATI ON EYATTEAION EK THC EIC AYTON EEIMHNEIAC TOY EN 
ATIOIC KYPIAAOY AAESANAPEIAC.: 1 

•Oaai 5e tivsq toov djiyntoov svtauBa aupirAripouaBai to Kata MapKov suayyeAiov ta 5e scpe^rj^ 
TTpoa6r]Kr|v dvai p£ta9y£V£at£pav. Xpf] 5s Kai tautr|v £ppr|V£uaai pr|5£v tfj aAr|6£ia 
Aupiaivopi£vr|v: 1 
•Xpiatoq: 1 2 
•Xoo: 1 2 

•OPITENOYC nPOAOrOC EIC THN EPMHNEIAN TOY KATA MAPKON EYATrEAIOY: 1 
•a: 1 

•aAAoq oe tjooa£i. Kai oiasi ottou ou BsAsiq: 1 
•apxoov trjq auvayooyrjq: 1 
•aAA’ ooq au: 1 
•avaAricpBfjvai: 1 

•avdrepijia yap upaq upoq autov: 1 
•avsopxBrjvai: 1 

•avsArjpcpBri dq tov oupavov, Kai ekccBigev ek Se^ioov tou 0£ou: 1 

•avsArjcpBri: 1 

•av£o6x6r|oav: 1 

•aiiExei to t£Aoq: 1 

•aTTOKuAiasi: 1 

•dpxiauvayooyoq: 1 

•acp’ r]q Saipovia drta £^£Ar|Au6£i: 1 

•acp’ pq Saipovia sirta £^£Ar|Au6£i: 1 

•acp’ pq bc(3£(3ApK£i sirta Saipovia: 1 

•acp’ pq bcftefd 1 

•auAp:12 

•autma youv ol suayysAiatai tfj pia toov ca(3(3atoov cpaai” 1 
•autoov Asyoov: 1 
•autoov iravtoov Asyoov: 1 
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•autoiq dri rrjq BaAaaariq trjq Ti(3£pia5oq: 1 
•autou: 1 
•a, P',/: 1 
•aipa Kai uSoop: 1 

•aAAoi (ooaouoiv oe, Kai ttouioougiv ooi oaa ou BsAsiq: 1 

•aAAoq 5s Aa(3oov Aoyxr|v autou tr|v TiAaipav, Kai £^r|A0£v uSoop Kai aipa.: 

•aAAoc 5s Aa(3d>: 1 

•av nq (payn £K tou £pou aptou, ^r|a£i £iq tov aioova" 1 
•avaataq 5s upon irpootri aa(3(3atou.: 1 
•avaotaaiv: 1 2 

•av£Ti£|iij;£v yap autov npoq rpaaq: 1 
•av0pooTToq auatrircoq a: 1 
•airEABouaai: 1 
•aiiExei to rsXoc H: 1 
•aiiExei to rsXoc Kai H: 1 
•airo: 1 

•aiToaKiaapatoq: 1 
•autoiq toiq £v5£Ka: 1 
•autov: 1 
•(3:1 

•(3aAovtaq ajacpi(3Ar|otpov: 1 

• Pdirtiapa p£tavoiaq dq acp£Giv apaptioov: 1 

• (3aTTti^£a0ai dq: 1 

• (3aTTtiaoavtai: 1 

• (3anti^oov, (3aTTtiapa: 1 

• (3antio0dq: 1 
•(3aaiAiq: 1 
•(3aaiA£iq: £ui£v: 1 
•(3£(3aiouv: 1 2 
•(3££^£(3ouA: 1 
•(3AaTTt£iv: 1 2 
•(3AcaTt£iv: 1 

•(36ok£ ta apvia pou: 1 
•y:l 

•yivopai: 1 

•yuvai ti KAaiEiq; tiva ^ijtdq; ’EKETNH SoKouaa K.t.A.: 1 
•yap: 1 

•y£vr|0ptoa aoi: 1 
•yivoooKopai utio toov £poov: 1 
•yivoaoKouai p£ ta £pa: 1 
•yvouq airo: 1 


John William Burgon 
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•ypappaoiv 'EAAr|viKoTq vccd 'PoopaucoTq real 'E(3paiK0iq: 1 
•yuvrj Xavavaia: 1 

•5e irpoj'i irpoorri aa(3(3arou dpavp npoorov Mapia rfj May5aAr|vfj,” vcca ra d;rjq dnepepopeva, sv 
roo Kara Mapnov euayyeAiop irapa: 1 
•5rq: 1 2 

•5o^a ev uijnaroiq: 1 

•5o^a ev uijnaroiq 0dp Kai en\ yrjq dppvr| avBpooiroiq euSoKia: 1 

•5uo d; auroov: 1 

•5e Aa(3oov Aor: 1 

•5epparivr|: 1 

•Ssureponpooroo: 12 3 4 

•5ia ro KaAooq oiKoSopsiaBai aurr|v: 1 

•5ia roov draKoAouBouvroov eppdoov. ’Appv: 1 

•Siayevopsvou:1 

•SiadBecBai: 1 

•SieABoov 5ia psaaou auroov Kai iraprjysv ourooq: 1 2 

•5io So^av avan£puj;oj[i£v roo avaoravri sk vexpoov Xpiauo roo 0soo ppoov apa roo avapxoo liar pi 
Kai (jooofToicp ITveupari vuv Kai aei Kai eiq rouq aioovaq roov aioovoov. appv.: 1 
•5uo rucpAoi: 1 

•5uciv auroov ... nopsuopsvoiq dq aypov: 1 

•eKAauaev imcpooq: 1 

•d;oo rrjq nuAriq diaBe: 1 

•eariv yap aa(3(3ara appspov roo Kupioo: 1 

•£(3anriaa, (Saimaa: 1 

•sSooprjaaro: 1 

•eBeaBri uir’ aurrjq: 1 

•eBeaaaro reAoovpv: 1 

•£K(3e(3ApK£i area Saipovia: 1 

•sABovri aurui: 1 2 

•£p(3avn auroo: 1 

•ev ’Ecpeaoo: 1 2 

•ev ’Ecpeaoo: 123456789 

•ev TopSavp norapoo: 1 

•ev aurip (joorj pv: 1 

•ev roo ovopari pou: 12 3 4 

•ev roiq §£^ioiq: 1 

•svdApasv, AeAaropppsvov, nerpaq, npoaeKuAicev: 1 
•e^eABovreq navraxou bcppu£;av: 1 
•draKoAouBdv: 1 
*£Ti£0pK£ raq xdpaq £iri: 1 
•dn(3aAoov EKAaie: 1 
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•£TU0£ic; tap autoo: 1 

•Epxopsvov an aypou: 1 
•£cpavr|: 1 
•£cpav£po60r|: 1 
•£<po(3ouvto yap: 12 3 

*£i yap tots sp^avto ttoieiv ta appEia oi dnocrroAoi, rjyouv psta tpv Kupiou evaataaw, tote rjSsi 
xai to (3i(3Aiov dvaywoocn<£G@ai t9outo. oogttep yap ta Tt£pi tou ctaupou ev tfj ppspa otaupou 
avaywoooKopsv, Kai ta ev too avaotSacEi Spoiooq, real ta ev £Kao9tr| soptoo ysyovota too autoo 
TiaAiv avaywoocKopEV, outooq e'Sei Kai ta @aoopatata afrootoAiKa ev aiq fipspau; toov oarootoAiKoov 
oripsioov dyaywoooKEoOai: 1 

•EiayysAiov Kata MapKov Eypacpri Kai avt£(3Af|@r| opoiooq ek toov EOTiouSaopEvoov otiyoiq a: 1 

‘EiKty 1 

•EiApcpooq aepoppaq: 1 
•Eippvp upiv: 1 
•Eippvp suSoKiaq: 1 
•siq: 1 

•siq Bp0aviav Kai 5iiotr| arr’ autoov.: 1 

•EioTTop£ua0ai, £K-7Top£U£o0ai, aup-TTop£U£a0ai, 7Tapa-n:op£U£c@ai: 1 
•eiSev av0poo7Tov (Asutv tov tou ’AAcpaiou) Ka@rjpsvov ett\ to tsAooviov: 1 
•eitte 5e 6 Kupioq: 1 

•eittev 6 Kupioq tpv Trapa[3oAriv tautpv: 1 
•eittev autoiq: 1 

•euiev 5e Kai Etspav Trapa(3oApv: 1 

•sita UTioati^avtEq pptsov, Ilpooi tfj pia toov oa(3(3atoov sepavp Mapia tfj MaySaApvfj: 1 

•suayysAiov Tpoou Xpiotou: 1 

•suayysAiov Kata MapKov: 1 

•EuayysAiotapiov: 1 

•EuSoKia: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

•EuSoKiaq: 12345678 

•euSokeiv: 1 

*£U0£Ooq: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*EU0uq: 1 

•EUKOTiootEpov 5 e £cm tov oupavov Kai tpv yrjv Tiap£A0£iv, rj tou vopou piav Kspaiav ttecjevv.: 1 

•EuppaEtE: 1 

•£(35opr|Kovta 5uo: 1 

•ESpAoooapEv: 1 

•siq x^pav paKpav: 1 

•EpcpspopEvpv: 1 

•ev autoo ^oop screw: 1 

*ev tw. (3arc. ay.: 1 

•evu^ev autou TH _ : 1 
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•s^r|A0ev: 1 

•ETravoo auTou ooq aozpanr\: 1 
•eTncpepopsvriv: 1 
•spyoov: 1 
•euayyeAiov: 1 
•£u0£ooq: 1 

*£cpo($ouvTO yap + T£Aoq: 1 
*£cpo(3ouvTO yccp: 1 
*£oopaK£v oe: 1 
•(joov aaooTooq: 1 
•<j3pir| 'HpooSou: 1 
•<j3pr| EaSSouKaioov: 1 
•tjoovvuvai: 1 
•riTriotr|oav: 1 
•r\ TouSaia xwpa: 1 

•rpaaq 5 ei £pya(£c@ai m £pya tou TT£puJ;avToq ppaq: 1 

•ripiaq be: 1 

•tynopEi: 1 

•r|oaiou: 1 

•OaupatjovToov: 1 

•QeaoQai: 123456789 

•0£aa0ai utto: 1 

•0£a0rjvai utto: 1 

•0£v uSoop Kai aipa: 1 2 

•0£oopdv: 1 2 

•0opu(3do0£ Kai vOvdiexe: 1 

•0upoov KaKA£iajj£voov 6 Tr|couq p£aoq toov pa@r|Toov pr]: 1 

•iva rr|pr|or|q auTouq £K tou Koapou: 1 

•laxupov:1 

•Ka0ooq: 1 

•KUKAioq: 1 

*KUTTT£IV: 1 

•Kai: 12 3 

•Kai avaoraq: 1 

•Kai £av tiq acpaipjq afro toov Aoyoov (3i(3Aou Trjq npocpriTdaq TauTiqq, acpaippoEi 6 0£oq to p£poq 
auTou afro (3i(3Aou Trjq ^oorjq, Kai ek Trjq TroA£ooq Trjq ayiaq, Kai toov y£ypapp£voov ev ($i(3Ako toutoo.: 
1 

•Kai eyevexo: 1 

•Kai £GKOTic@r| 6 rjAioq: 1 

•Kai 6 MapKoq opoiooq. OuToq be oux ouTooq’ aAAa Kai aKoAou0iav £VTau0a SiaTripd: 1 
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•vccd 6 Eootrip 6 “Tidvta KaBapitjoov ta (3pa> pata” ou to sianopsuopisvov, cprjal, koivoi tov avBpooTiov, 
aXXa to EKTTopsuojasvov: 1 

•real imoctpdjiap 6 EKatovtapxop sip tov oivcov autou ev autfj tfj copa £up£v tov iraiSa uyiaivovta: 
1 

•Kai MatBaiov Kai 0.: 1 
•xai M. tov teAoovriv Kai 0.: 1 

•xai yap ttou Kai outoop ripiv auvriBep Aeyevv, oiJie too Kaipou napayEyovap' oij;£ trjp copap, otpe 
trjp xpeiap' ouxi trjv Eanipav, Kai tov jj£ta r|Aiou Suapap xpovov SpAouaiv aXXa to (3pa5iov,... 
tov tponov toutov ppvuouai: 1 
•Kai einev toTp paBptaip autou: 1 

•Kai tpv £v autco ducpEpopovriv SEairotiKriv avactaaiv, p£ta to “£cpo(3ouvto yap: 1 
•Kai £Kdvr| TiopEoBdoa: 1 
•Kai KaB’ e^rjp p£xpi too : 1 
•KaBoop: 1 

•KaB’ dcaatov be apiBpov uirocripdooaip 5ia Kivva(3ap£oop irpoKEitai, 5r|Aouaa ev noiio toov 5£Ka 
Kavovoov Kaip£vop 6 apiBpop tuyxava: 1 
•KaB’ iotopiav £uayy£A.iov: 1 
•KaBapi^oov: 1 
•KaBapi^oov: 1 
•Kai: 1 

•Kai £poi autoup £5ooKap: 1 
•Kai ETiEyvoaaav autov: 1 
•Kai Tiatpiap: 1 

•Kai ttqv [C, £ita] avaArujnv Kai KaBfiSpav ek Se^ioov too Ilatpop co Trp£Ti£i r| 5o^a Kai r| tipp vuv 
Kai £ip toup aioovap. appv: 1 
•Kai tip r|v o peAAoov autov irapaSiSovai: 1 

•KaiUTioatpaJiap o EKatovtapxop£ip tov oikov autou ev autr| tr| oopa, £up£v tov TiaiSauyiaivovta 
: 1 


•Kai aXeKTiop exp<Jjvr\oe: 1 

•Kai ava(3aivoov 6 ’Ipaoup dp 'l£poaoA.upa: 1 

•Kai £(3aTiti(ovto: 1 

•Kai £(3antioBr|: 1 

•Kai £y£V£to ... r|A6£v: 1 

•Kai £TiAr|po66r| r\ ypacprj r| Aiyouaa, Kai p£ta avopoov £Aoyia6r|: 1 
•Kai ouk durjABEv: 1 

•Kai ta £pa Tiavta ad eati, Kai ta ad e\xa: 1 
•Kai tip eativ 6 irapaSooaoov autov: 1 
•KaAoop: 1 
•KaAoop £X£iv: 1 
•KaAAuypacpiap: 1 

•Kavovap §£Ka tov apiBpov 5i£xapa^a aoi: 1 
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•Kavovaq_5iexapa£;d aoi rouq unoreraypevouq: 1 

•Kavovftjeiv: 1 

•Kara Tooavvpv ev aurfj rfj ppepa rrjq avaoraaeooq roov : 1 
•Kara AouKav aocpBp KAeoira ouv rd> eraipoo aurou aurfj: 1 
•Kara MapKov pera rrjv avaaraoiv ou Aeyerai wcpBai roiq pa@praiq.: 1 
•Kara MapKov pera rpv avaoraaiv ou Aeyerai obcp0ai: 1 

•Kara MapKov, pera rpv avaoraaiv ou Aeyerai obcp0ai,—Kara Mar0aTov pera rpv avaoraaiv 
d)cp@p,—roiq pa@praiq ev rfj TaAiAaia: 1 
•Kara piav aa(3(3aroov: 1 

•Kara rpv peyaApv rou ndaxa eonepav raura ravra dvayivoocncerai: 1 

•Kara ro IlaAaiorivaiov euayyeAiov MapKou, obq e'xei fj aAp0eia, ouvre0eiKapev: 1 

•Kara rov MapKov e'Aeye raura 6 Eoorpp “Ka@api(oov iravra ra (3poopara.”: 1 

•Kara ro IT: 1 

•Kara(3avn aurw: 1 

•KaraKpwoo: 1 

•KareAa(3ev 5e aurouq p oKoria: 1 

•Kauxpooopai: 1 

•Keipevov: 1 2 

•Keipevov: 1 

•Kevrupioov: 1 

•KecpaAaia: 1 

•KecpaAaiov: 1 

•KecpaAai9ov: 1 

•Kppuaaoov, eKppuooe: 1 

•Kppu^are ro euayyeAiov: 1 

•Kppu^are ro euayyeAiov iraap rfj Krioei: 1 

•Kppuaaeiv: 1 

•Kppuaoeiv ro euayyeAiov: 1 
•Kppuoooov ro euayyeAiov: 1 
•KAaSouq: 1 

•KAaiovraq Kai aAaAafovraq: 1 
•KoSpavrpq: 1 
•Kpivoo: 1 
•Krioiq: 1 

•Krioeooq pq eKnoe 6 0eoq: 1 
•KUKAooe: 1 

•Kupiapp y' roov pupocpopoov: 1 

•KupiaKp rrjq rupocpayou: 1 

•KupiaKp roov pupocpopoov: 1 

•KupiaKfj roov pupocpopoov, eiq rov op0pov: 1 

•Aeyerai youv Tiapa roiq EuayyeAioraTq rfj pia roov aa(3(3aroov: 1 
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•Aiav: 1 
•Ai0ov: 1 
•Aufiri: 1 

auxcp 6 ’I., (3. ra n. pou: 1 
•A£y£i auTco, Iloipaive ta Trp6(3ard pou: 1 

•Aa(36vT£q EVToApv Trap’ auTou Kppu^ai to euayyeAiov sip oAov tov Koapov: 1 

•Aa(3ovT£q rap acpoppaq: 1 

•AEyouaiv o uot£poq: 1 

•Xenxa : 1 

•Aiav: 1 

•AoT: 1 

•paAiora exnep e'xoiev avTiAoyiav tfj toov Aouroov euayyeAiaTOOV papTupia.: 1 
•p£v ouv—6 Kupioq: 1 
*p£ya ad(3(3arov: 1 2 
•p£Ai: 1 

*p£V£T£: 1 

•p£Xpi tou “£cpo(3ouvto yap,” e'xti T'O T'EAOC: 1 

•prj £v dfraai cpep£a0at: 1 

•pp £v5uar|o0£: 1 

•pp cpo(3£ia0£ afro: 1 

•pp cpo(3da0£ ano : 1 

•pia: 1 2 

•pia oa(3(3dtoov: 1 
•pia oa(3(3dtoov: 1 
•pia aa(3(3aToov: 1 
•pia toov ca(3(3aToov: 1 

•pa@pToov Kai u>cp@p Eipoovr Kai naAiv E^pyayEV auTouq: 1 
•pa0pTai: 1 

•pa@pTaiq oocp0r| ev tfj TaAiAaia: 1 

•p£: 1 

•p£v ouv: 1 
•p£v ouv—6 Kupioq: 1 
•pdvatE: 1 
•psyaAp KupiaKp: 1 
•pEyaAoi auToov: 1 


*p£yav: 1 

•p£Ta SiaaToApq avayvoooTEOv Avacrcaq be: 1 
•p£Ta xavxa: 12 3 4 


•p£T £Tuarr|ppq dvayvoocopsOa - Kai yap UTrootl^ai 5eT cuvETOoq’ “Avaoraq be," Kai ouTooq ETrayayEiv, 


“upoot Tipootri aa(3(3dtoov scpavp Tipootov Mapia tfj MaySaApvrj.” iva to psv “dvacrraq”: 1 


•\iex auTou y£vop£voi: 1 
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•jaera: 1 
•pva: 1 2 
•vsocv'igkoi: 1 
•^£otr|p: 1 

•o avGpamop o A.£yopi£vop Ir|aoup: 1 

•o apxop ov £yoo Soaaoo uirep trip tou Koapou tjoorip r| aap^ pou eouv.: 1 
•o 5eTq: 1 

•o £KK£KCOp Z90V @£0U: 1 

•o AeAoupsvoq oux exi xP £iav vujraaGai: 1 

•o ]aovoy£vr|p 0£op: 1 

•6 Tr|oouq: 1 

•6 looavvrip: 1 

•6 5e Tr|oouq—ti tkhouci: 1 

•6 5ia(3oA.op: 1 

•6 dp tov ccypov wv: 1 

•6 TT£ipa^oov: 1 

•6 TTioTEuaaq, 6 airioTr|oap: 1 

•6 tektoov: 1 

•6 too TEKtovop uiop: 1 

•6 oov £v Tto oupavoto: 1 

•6 ytyovev: 1 

•6 y£yov£v tv auTto (joor| r|v: 1 

•6 £otiv TipaiToapiov: 1 

•oi£v5£Ka: 1 

•oi afro 'iEpoooAupioov: 1 

•oi SooSekcc: 1 

•oi pa0r|tai: 1 

•oi pin:’ autou: 1 

•oi (i£T autou y£vopi£voi: 1 

•oioupavoi: 1 

•ou vcdvrai: 1 

•oua: 1 

•ou5’ ououv toAyioov a0£T£iv toov ottoogouv £v tfj toov £uayy£Aioov ypacpfj cp£popi£voov: 1 
•ou5dp 5 £ eroXyia: 1 

•ouk ayvooo 5 1 oop Siacpopoup ontaaiap y£y£vfja0ai cpaaiv oi trjv SoKouaav Siacpooviav SuxAuaai 
cmouSd^ovTEp: 1 
•ouk r|v be: 1 

•oux outoop £xei n T °u dyiou AttootoAou un£0£oip Kai r|a(paAiapt£vov Kiqpuypia. aAAa aAAoop 7rap8d 
to gov TroinT£U|ia: 1 
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•outgo yap Kai oiJie Trjq oopaq dooBaptsv Aeyeiv, Kai oiJie tou Kaipou, Kai oiJie Trjq xpeictq' ou Tpv 
soTispav SpAouvusq, ou5e tov psTa pAiou Sucpaq xpovov, to 5k acpoSpa (3pa5iov toutgo appaivovTsq 

TGO tpOTTCO” 1 

•outgo 5p Kai kv Tfj auvpBsia KEKxpppsBa, SsuTEpav aa(3(3aTGOv, Kai Tpfcpv aa(3(3aTGOv.: 1 
•ouTGoq dvayvGoaopeBa - “’Avaoraq 5k,” Kai unooTi^avTsq drayGopEV, “irpoot Tfj pia tgov oa(3(3aTGOv 
Ecpavp Mapia tgo MaySaApvfj - ” iva to psv “avaoTaq”—: 1 
•ouTGoq yap Ta aKpi^rj nspiExa, Kai fj 'Qpysvouq Trjq aApBsiaq (3e(3aiGoaiq: 1 
•ou ouk dpincavoq—uiroSppaTGOv auTou: 1 
•oi apxovTeq tgov [eBvgov] e^ouaia^ouaiv auTGOv, Kai: 1 
•oi TepoooAupiTai: 1 
•oi dfrooToAoi: 1 
•oi SgoSeko: 1 

•oi s^ouaia^ovTeq auTGOv: 1 
•oi vsGOTspoi: 1 

•oivov ouk eixov, oti ouveteAeoBp o oivoq tou yapou.: 1 

•opGoq ppsiq eE, aKpifkov avTiypacpGov Kai tiAeiotgov ou ppv aAAa Kai £v tgo IlaAaiaTivaiGp suayysAiGp 
MapKou £upovT£q auTa Goq exti p aApBsia auvT£0£iKap£v: 1 
•ou5e £TiioT£uoav: 1 
•ou5e ev: 1 

•iraAiv: 123456789 10 
•ttccvtoBev: 1 
•iraaa f| KTiaiq: 1 2 
•irdoa KTiaiq: 1 
•navxa Ta (3pGopaTa: 1 
•nccap Tfj kticjei: 1 

••^:aAalGp• ei 5k pp y£ aipd an auTou to TiAfipGopa: 1 
•TTaAaiGp' d 5k pp, aipd to TiAppGopa auTou: 1 
•TravTax60£v: 1 
•iravTaxou: 12 3 

•irapa tgo MarBaiGp, oiJie aa(3(3aTG0V tote yap EypyspTo: 1 
•Trapa: 1 2 

•irapovToq tou 0Gopa koxr\ 4 Kai psB’ ppspaq iraAiv oktgo : 1 
•irapa: 1 

•TrapayovTi tgo ’I.: 1 
•TTapa(3aAA£iv: 1 
•Trapa(3aiv£iv: 1 

•TrapayyEAAEiv: napayEiv: TrapayivEaBai: napaSiSovai: 7rapaAap(3av£iv: napaTppEiv: TrapaTiBsvai: 
TiapacpEpEiv: irapEpxeaBai: irapExeiv: napxoxavax — ETrayysAAEaBai: draioxuvEcBai: knavxoxaoQax: 
kne pGOTav: £Tu(3aAA£iv: etiiyivgocjkeiv: duypacpEiv: etu^pteiv: £7TiAap(3av£c0ai: duAavBdvEaBai: 
etuAueiv: ettihititeiv: knxppanxexv: dnaKia^Eiv: knxoxpaxpexv: duauvayEiv: ducuvTpExeiv: 
ETTlTaOOElv: £TTlTl0£Vai: ETTlTipav: ETTITpETlElv: 1 
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•TTCtpaKousiv: 1 
•TtapavcoAouGeiv: 12 3 
•TiapaKoAouBeiv—ETraKoAouBeiv: 1 
•napaoKSufj, 6 ecm Trpoad(3(3atov: 1 
•TiapaaKeun: 1 
•napao9KEvr\: 1 
•■napeYYPCtTC'KHO 1 
•frapouaia: 1 

•TI£V0£tV: 1 

•tievGougi Kai KAaiouci: 1 2 

*n£pi rrjq SoKouariq Ti£pi rrjq dvactdoEax; Siacpamaq: 1 

*7i£pi too tarpon, Kai rrjq SoKoucriq Siacpooviaq: 1 

•Ti£pi xapiapatoov: 1 

•Ti£piKaAuij;avT£q EirripooToov autov: 1 

•TTEpiKOTraq: 1 

•TTEpiKOTCt]: 12 3 4 

•TTEpiKOTtt], dvaYvoaaiq, avaYvoocpa: 1 
*TT£piKOTTOCi: 1 

•TT£piTTatouaiv: 1 

•TiEpirta av dr|, Kai pdAicta driEp £'xoi£v avtiAoYiav tfj toov Aoittoov EuaYY^^toav paptupia: 1 

•tuoxevexe ev tco £uaYY £ Aioj: 1 2 

•TiAaGTOiq avtiYpacpoiq ou Kdvtai: 1 

•iiAaipav Kai £^H: 1 

•TToAAaq Aa(3ovT£q acpoppaq: 1 

•ttoAAoov dq to Kata M.: 1 

•7Top£U£G0ai: 1 2 3 4 5 

*TTOp£U£G09ai: 1 

•TTop£uojaai: 1 

*TTOp£UOU : 1 
•TTOp£U0£VT£q: 1 

•TTop£u0£VT£q dq tov KOGpov anavxa, Kr|pu^aT£ to £uaYY^^ov: 1 
•7Top£u0doa: 1 
•TTop£uoja£voiq: 1 
•TTop£uopi£voiq dq aypov: 1 2 

*TTOp£UOU : 1 

•Tipd)Tr|: 1 2 

•Tipd)Tr| oa(3(3dtou: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
•TTpaitoopiov: 1 
•TTpa^anootoAoq: 1 
*npiv aAEKTopa cpwvfjoai: 1 
•Tipiv r| 5iq: 1 
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•TTpoqTTopsuscBca: 1 
•Tipoatr] oa(3(3aTou: 12 3 
•up cot: 1 2 

•irpcoi yap tfj pia too aa(3(3atou dpavri Mapia rfj MaySaArivfj: 1 

•upon: 1 2 

•ntoopa: 1 

•Tcuypifj: 1 

•TiuKva: 1 

•pavTiaojvTai: 1 

•q:l 

•ad(3(3ata: 12 3 4 
•aa(3(3arov: 12 3 

•oa(3(3arov 5k tr]v rrdaav e(35opia5a KaAsiv 'E(3pa(ou; £0oq.: 1 
•aa(3(3aTov—ta: 1 
•auv to) Tr|oou: 1 

•ad(3(3ata avcmauciq ayia tto Kupioo: 1 

•aa(3(3atcp 0:1 

•aa(3(3atoKupiaKcd: 1 

•aa(3(3aroKupiaKai: 1 

•oacpeotepov: 1 

•oeAISec;: 1 

•aeAiSsq: 1 

•arnadoaaiq: 1 

•arna£ioua0ai: 1 

•or|9pieioaaiq: 1 

•anAripoq d av0pooTToq: 1 

•avcAripoKapSia: 1 

•aKoria rj5r| eysyovei: 1 

•aoi: 1 

•anaviooq ev urn cpspopsva: 1 
•aTTEKouAdtoop: 1 
•arixoi: 1 
•aroi(3d5aq: 1 

•aupmapovToq Kai tou ©copra, peta rauta fraAiv dpavri: 1 

•auvavcoAou0dv: 1 

•auvax0n v «i tov oxAov: 1 

•auvepydv: 1 2 

•auvepydv—(3£(3aiouv: 1 

•auv-ETiopEUETo: 1 
•auatpEcpopiEvoov: 1 
•axoAiov euce(3{ou: 12 3 


John William Burgon 
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•axeSov sv naai roiq avTiypacpou;: 1 
•ax^opevouc;: 1 
•axoA: 1 
•ooooai: 1 


•aooaoov: 1 
•toc ETiupavia: 1 

•ra youv aKpi(3rj toov avTiypacpoov to zeXoq Trepiypacpei tfjq Kata tov Mapnov icncopiac; ev Toiq 
Aoyoiq k.t.A. oiq eTuAeyer ... “Kai ouSevi ouSev, sittov, £tpo(3ouvTO yap.”: 1 
•td pi£v o5v Ttpoota tou Aoyou £^£0£p£0a rcepi toov Xapiaparoov. k.t.A.: 1 
•ta pvppaTa: 1 
•Ta javr|pe+a: 1 
•ta ad(3(3ata: 12 3 4 
•tdAavrov: 12 
•re: 1 

•tekvoov: 1 2 


•teAoq: 123456789 10 11 

•teAoc; too B' £oo@ivou, Kai trjq KupiaKrjq toov pupocpopoov, apxB.: 1 
•teAoc; too T' sooBivou euayyeAiou: 1 
•teAoc; too Kata Mapnov euayyeAiou: 1 

•teAoc; too tpirou too £oo0ivou, Kai too opBpou trjq avaArpJrsooc;: 1 

•xeooapa slow euayyeAia KEtpaAaioov xiAioov eKaxov d;r|KovTa5uo: 1 

•Trjv £K AaoSindaq: 12 3 

•triv et, ’Ecpeaou: 1 

•triv Tipoq ’Ecpecpiouq: 1 

•triv touto cpaanoucjav TiepiKon^v: 1 

•tivsq ta napanXr\aia dppnaai: 1 

•rivoq £V£K£V oi Trarepsq rpioov ev too nevxr\Kooxr\ to (3i(3Aiov toov Tipa^aov avayivooaKeaBai 
£vopo0£Tr|oav.—dvoq £V£K£V to (3i(3Aiov toov npa^aov toov dfrooToAoov ev too naipoo Trjq 
TievTriKOOTrjp dvayivooaKETai: 1 

•to ooj;£ aa(3(3aToov pr] Trjv ecmepivriv oopav tt)v p£Ta Ttqv ppspav tou aa(3(3aTou AeyeaBai 
uTroAd(3oip£v ...1 

•to ooj;£ aa(3(3aToov ou Ttqv eccmipav tt)v p£Ta Ttqv Suaiv tou pAiou 5r|Aoi_: 1 

•to K£cpaAaiov auTo: 1 
•to KEcpaAaiov auTo: 1 2 


•to p£v “avaoraq,” avaTT£pij;oop£v erri Trjv raxpa too MaT@aioo “6\|oe aa(3(3aToov.” (tot£ yap EypyEpBai 


auTov TU0T£uo|i£v.) to §s d;rjq, £T£paq ov Siavoiaq TrapaaTauKov, ouvdijjoop£v Toiq £TuA£yop£voiq - 


1 


•to p£v “avaoraq,” av[a:n:£piJ;oop£v?] erd Trjv raxpa too MaT0aiop “otJos aa(3(3aToov.” (tot£ yap 
£ypy£pTO.) to 5e d;rjq, exepaq ov Siavoiaq uTtooraTiKov, auvaiJ;oop£v Toiq duAEyopd/oiq: 1 
•to pvrjpa: 1 
•to pvppdov.—’E tu: 1 
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•to ad(3(3atov: 12 3 
•to cov y£V£c0oo: 1 
•to TsAop: 1 2 
•to: 1 

•Trjc; yap oiopap Trjp vuktop dyvoocrcou Tuyxavoucrip Ka0’ rjv 6 Zoorrip aveoxr\, 7roopsvTau0a avacTrjvai 
“irpoot” ysypairrai; aAA’ ouSsv svavriov cpavf|osTai to pr|Tov, si: 1 
•rrjp pia aa($(3aToov: 1 
•Tfj ayia Kai psyaAri s: 1 

•Tfj f|pspa Trjp avaordcsoop - Kai TraAiv uTrooTpeijraaiv sip : 1 

•Tfj y Trjp Tupocpayou: 1 2 

•Tfj 5s npspa Tfj s(35opr] ca(3(3aTa: 1 

•Tfj Trap’ auTou Suvacrrsia xpwpsvoi, SrsKripurcovTO Kai sipyatjovTo Tap 0soornasiap oi 0sarrsaioi 
pa0r|Tai: 1 

•toov ayioov 7ra0oov: 1 
•toov ayioov rravToov: 1 
•toov aa(3(3aToov: 1 
•too op0poo Trjp avaAf|i);soop: 1 

•too psv yap dAr|0si rravTa cuvaSsi Ta uirapxovTa, too 5s rjrsuSsT Taxo Siacpoovsr TaAr|0sp: 1 

•Ta l;yupia: 1 

•toc pspr| AaApavou@a: 1 

•Ta opia MayaSaAa: 1 

*TauTr|v Eucsfhop sv Toip rrpop Maprvov sTspav Asysi Mapiav rrapa Tiqv 0saaajasvr|v tov vsaviaKov. 
rj Kai apcpoTspai sk Trjp May5aAr|vfjp r|aav. psTa Os zavxa Suaiv s^ auroov TrspirraTouar. Kai ra 
s^rjp [= vers. 12] roup apcpi tov KAsorrav, Ka@oop 6 Aormap iaTopsr: 1 
•Taooopsvop: 1 
•ts0vt|ksv: 1 

*TS0spsAiooTO yap srri Tiqv rrsTpav: 1 
•tsA: 1 
•teAo: 1 

•tsAoc: 123456789 10 

•teAoc oou KscpaA/: 1 

•Ts[Aop] t[hp] oop[ap]: 1 

•Trjv aruoTiav, ouk sirioTsuoav: 1 

•Tivsp] ouk s0r|Kav: 1 

•to pr|0sv 5ra paaiou tou Trpocpr|Tou: 1 

•to tsAoc: 1 2 3 4 5 

•to Ilvsupa: 1 

•to Ilvsupa to "Ayiov: 1 

•tov oxAov ETriKsia0ai auToo: 1 

•tov uiov auTrjp tov rrpooTOTOKOv: 1 

•Toup pa0r|Tap: 1 2 
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•touq oiKeiouq eKccatou euayyeAiatou toirouq, ev oiq Kata toov autoov pvexBpaav dueiv: 1 
•touteativ airo tou “avaataq 5e upon npootp aa(3(3atou: 1 
•toTq ayioiq toTq ouaiv ev ’Ecpeaco: 1 2 
•toTq avBpamoic: 1 

•toTq ayioiq toTq ouaiv ev ’Ecpeaoo Kcd TiiatoTq ev X. ’E: 1 

•toTq ayioiq toTq ouaiv ev .Kai TiiatoTq ev X. T.: 1 

•toTq ayioiq toTq ouaiv [ev ’Ecpeaoo] Kai TiiatoTq K.t.A.: 1 

•toTq ayioiq toTq ouaiv, Kai TiiatoTq ev Xpiarqj Tpaou: 1 

•toTq ayioiq toTq ouai, Kai TiiatoTq ev X. ’L: 1 

•toTq paBptaTq: Kata MatBaTov peta tpv avaataaiv toTq: 1 

•toTq pet autou yevopevoiq: 1 2 

•toTq ouaiv: 1 2 

•toTq Tiiateuaaai: 1 

•toTq aa(3(3aai: 1 

•tou TaKO)(3ou: 1 

•tou Tpaou: 1 

•rou aa(3(3atou” Kata tov MapKov, peta SiaatoArjq avayvooaopeBa - Kai peta to avaataq be, 
UTioati^opev: 1 

•touto youv eSpAooae Kai Tooavvpq, “upoot” Kai autoq “tfj pia toov aa(3(3atoav” oocpBai autov tfj 
MaySaApvfj paptuppaaq.: 1 

•touto youv eSpAooae Kai 6 Tooavvpq “irpooi” Kai autoq “tfj pia tou aa(3(3atou” oocpBai autov tfj 
MaySaApvfj paptuppaaq.: 1 

•touto youv eSpAooae Kai 6 TooavvpqTipooi' Kai autoq tfj pia tou aa(3(3atou oocpBai autov paptuppaaq: 
1 


•toTq ouaiv: 1 2 

•tov uiov tou avBpooTiou: 1 

•tou pAiou eKAiTTovtoq: 1 

•tou euayyeAiou ... tou KppuxBevtoq ev naap Ktiaei tfj utio tov oupavov: 1 
•tpopoq: 1 

•tpioov avapxoov apxoov Siacpopaq npoq aAApAaq exouaoov: [MapKioovoq yap tou pataiocppovoq 
SiSaypa, eiq tpeiq apxaq trjq povapxiaq toppv Kai Siaipeaiv: 1 
•uctepov 5e petapeApBeiq anpABev: 1 
•uateprjaavtoq oivou: 1 
•uiov: 1 


•uioq: 1 

•uioq Tipaiou BaptipaToq 6 tucpAoq_upocaitoov: 1 

•uiou Bapaxiou: 1 
•cpepetai ttou Kai tauta.: 1 
•cpiAoi avSpeq: 1 
•cpavepouaBai: 1 
•cpaai tiveq—etepoq 5e cppaiv: 1 
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•cpiAdj <j£‘ Xeyei auxco: 1 
•cpiAooaa 1 

•cpo(3ouvto yap + teAoc +— 1: 

‘Xapi^eaBai: 1 
•xapavarip eyevexo: 1 
•xdpaq duBdvai an uva: 1 
‘Xapaq dnuBevai an uva: 1 
•xdpaq dnuBevai uva: 1 
•xdpaq dnuBevai an uva: 1 

*Xpri 5s yivooaKav ou ta <3cKpt(3rj toov dvuypdcpcov ev Br|6a(3apa nepiexa:1 
•ooq: 1 

•ax; exa H aAr|6eia MapKou: 1 

•ax; voBa voptiaavtec; aura tivec; [B om. tivec;] eivai: 1 

•ax; voBa vopuaBevta uaiv aval.: 1 

•(ax; veBa yap evopioav aura tivec; eivai: 1 

•(“upon” yap “tfj pia too ca(3(3atou ecpavri Mapia tfj May5aAr|vfj.”): 1 

•(tov yap “oijie aa(3(3ata)v” Kata MatBaiov eyriyepiaevov iatopei “upon” eaipaxevai Mapiav trjv 
May5aAr|vr|v: 1 
•CTAYPax 1 
•CTP0H: 1 
•LL: 1 

•'epiypacpeiv to teAoq: 1 


Index of Hebrew Words and Phrases 

*K: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 

48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 

70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 

92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 100 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108 109 

110 111 112 113 114 115 116 117 118 119 120 121 122 123 124 125 
126 127 128 129 130 131 132 133 134 135 136 137 138 139 140 141 
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142 143 144 145 146 147 148 149 150 151 152 153 154 155 156 157 
158 159 160 161 162 163 164 165 166 167 168 
: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

'ram inn: 1 
’rotf: 1 

T - 

■Vn-nn nntf: 1 

T - T “ 

"aratf: 1 

T T - 

1 

T 


Index of Latin Words and Phrases 


•a priori: 1 
• : 1 

•‘Titulum’ enim ‘ad Laodicenos: 1 

•“Cogis” (he says to Pope Damasus) “ut post exemplaria Scripturarum toto orbs dispersa quasi 
quidam arbiter sedeam; et quia inter se variant, quae sint ilia quae cum Graeca consentiant veritate 
decernam.—Haec praesens praefatiuncula pollicetur quatuor Evangelia .... codicum Graecorum 
emendata conlatione, sed et veterum.”: 1 
•“Singula” (he says) “multifariam a Marci ratione abhorrent: 1 

•Ad defendendum hunc locum in primis etiam valet mirus Codicum consensus in vocabulis et 
loquendi formulis singulis. Nam in locis : 1 

•Ammonius .... Evangelicos, Canones excogitavit quos postea secutus est Eusebius Caesariensis.: 
1 

•Anniversaria sollemnitate post passionem Domini nostis ilium librum recitari.: 1 
•Apud nos mixta sunt omnia: 1 

•Aut enim non recipimus Marci testimonium, quod in raris fertur: 1 
•Aut hoc respondendum, quod uterque verum dixerit: 1 
•Cadit quaestio: 1 
•Canones quos Eusebius : 1 

•Certe Victor Antioch, ac Anonymus Tolosanus hue usque [sc. ver. 8] nee ultra commentantur.: 1 
•Certiores facti sumus hanc pericopam jam In secundo saeculo lectam fuisso tanquam bujus evangelii 
partem.: 1 

•Codex Vatican-palatinus [220], ex quo Eusebium producimus, post octavum versum habet quidem: 
1 

•Codex omnium antiquissimus: 1 

•Collegium Scholarium in Sacra Theologia studentium,—perpetuis temporibus duraturum: 1 
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•Commentatorum qui in catenis SS. Patrum ad Marcum laudantur, nulla explicatio hujus pericopae 
exhibetur.: 1 

•Consentit autem nobis ad tractatum quem fecimus de scriptura: 1 
•Continet Marcum et in eum Victoris Antiocheni Commentaries, : 1 

•Conveniunt initio Commentarii eum iis qui Victori Antiocheno tribuuntur, progressu autem 
discrepant.: 1 

•Cujus forma est in folio, pp. 596. In margine passim occurrunt scholia ex Patrum Commentariis 
exscripta.: 1 

•Cum igitur aperto Codice, verbi gratia, illud sive illud Capitulum scire volueris cujus Canonis sit, 
statim ex subjecto numero doceberis; et recurrens ad principia, in quibus Canonum est distincta 
congeries, eodemque statim Canone ex titulo frontis invento, ilium quem quaerebas numerum, 
ejusdem Evangelistae, qui et ipse ex inscriptione signatur, invenies; atque e vicino ceterorum 
tramitibus inspectis, quos numeros e regione habeant, annotabis. Et cum scieris, recurres ad 
volumina singulorum, et sine morarepertis numeris quos ante signaveras, reperies et loca in quibus 
vel eadem, vel vicina dixerunt.: 1 

•Earn esse authenticam rationes internae et externae probant gravissimae.: 1 
•Ecelesiae quidem veritate Epistolamistam ‘ad Ephesios’ habemus emissam, non ‘ad Laodicenos;’ 
sed Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et in isto diligentissimus exploratory 1 
•Ei incumbit probatio qui dicit, non qui negat.: 1 

•Epistola quam nos ‘ad Ephesios’ praescriptam habemus, haeretici vero ‘ad Laodicenos.’: 1 

•Evangelicos canones excogitavit: 1 

•Evangeliis, omnibus Graeciae libris pene hoc capitulum: 1 

•Evangelistariorum codices literis uncialibus scripti nondum sic ut decet in usum criticum conversi 
sunt.: 1 

•Ex hoc ego, quasi metallo triplici, una conflata massa, inde annulos formavi, quos singulos 
Evangelici contextus articulis aptatos, inter segue morsu ac nexu mutuo commissos, in torquem 
producerem, quo, si possem consequi, sancto Evangelistae Marco decus et omamentum adderetur.: 
1 

•Exeuntes terni in quatuor climata caeli praedicarunt Evangelium in mundo toto, Christo: 1 
•Fieri potuit ut librarius, scripto versu 8, reliquam partem scribere differret, et id exemplar, casu 
non perfectum, alii quasi perfectum sequerentur, praesertim quum ea pars cum reliqua historia 
evangelica minus congruere videretur.: 1 

•Frustra ad Ammonium aut Tatianum in Harmoniis provocant. Quae supersunt vix quicquam cum 
Ammonio aut Tatiano commune habent.: 1 
•Gloria in altissimis Deo: 1 
•Gloria in excelsis Deo: 1 

•Habent periocham hanc Codices Graeci, si unum B excipias, omnes.: 1 

•Haec lectio in Evangeliariis et Synaxariis omnibus ter notatur tribus maxime notabilibus temporibus. 
Secundum ordinem temporum Ecelesiae Graecae primo legitur p , : 1 

•Haec non a Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur idoneis: 1 2 
•Harmoniam sibi conficere: 1 
•Homiliae Origenis super Evangelio Marcae: 1 
•Hujus quaestionis duplex solutio est.: 1 
•Id verius quod prius: 1 2 
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•Ilia quae non scripta, sed tradita custodimus, quae quidem toto terrarum orbe observantur, datur 
intelligi vel ab ipsis Apostolis, vel plenariis Conciliis quorum in Ecclesia saluberrima authoritas, 
commendata atque statuta retineri. Sicut quod Domini Passio, et Resurrectio, et Ascensio in coelis, 
ut Adventus de coelo Spiritus Sancti anniversaria sollemnitate celebrantur.: 1 
•Illud quoque in Praefatione commoneo, ut ciatis Origenem tria volumina in hanc Epistolam 
conscripsisse, quern et nos ex parte sequuti sumus.: 1 
•In eo quod dicunt, Gloria in altissimis Deo: 1 

•In fine autem Evangelii ait Marcus, et quidem Dominus Jesus, postquam locutus est eis, receptus 
est in caelos, et sedet ad dexteram Dei: 1 

•In hoc, fere in omnibus exemplaribus Evangelii secundum Marcum, FINEM: 1 

•In nomine meo daemonia ejicient: 1 

•In nomine meo manum imponite, daemonia expedite: 1 

•In quibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in Graecis codicibus, juxta Marcum in fine Evangelii 
scribitur: Postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis Jesus, et exprobravit incredulitatem et 
duritiam cordis eorum, quia his qui viderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt. Et illi satisfaciebant 
dicentes: Saeculum istud iniquitatis et incredulitatis substantia est, quae non sinit per immundos 
spiritus veram Dei apprehendi virtutem: idcirco jam nunc revela justitiam tuam: 1 
•In summa. Videtur unus et item alter ex interpretibus, qui haec caeteris evangeliis repugnare 
opinebatur, in dubium vocasse. Hunc deinde plures temere secuti sunt, ut plerumque factum esse 
animadvertimus.: 1 

•In tribus codicibus Graecis, et in uno Syriaco antiquae versionis, non inventum est nomen, 
‘Nazarenus.’: 1 

•Inter ipsa textus verba, numeria viridi colore pictis, notatur Canon harmoniae Eusebianae, ad quern 
quaevis sectio referenda est. Sic,.. 1 

•Magnifica et opportuna appellatio: 1 
•Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit: 1 

•Marcion exerte et palam machaera non stilo usus est, quoniam ad materiam suam caedem 
Scripturarum confecit.: 1 

•Maria Magdalene ipsa est ‘a qua septem daemonia expulerat’: ut ubi abundaverat peccatum, 
superabundaret gratiae: 1 

•Meminit sanctitas vestra Evangelium secundum Joannem ex ordine lectionum nos solere tractare.: 
1 

•Nemini in mentem venire potest Marcum narrationis suae filum ineptissime abrupisse verbis: 1 
•Non digne Graeca in Latinum transfero: aut Graecos lege (si ejusdem linguae habes scientiam) 
aut si tantum Latinus es, noli de gratuito munere judicare, et, ut vulgare proverbium est: equi 
dentes inspicere donati: 1 

•Non miror si syllabas subtrahit, cum paginas totas plerumque subducat.: 1 
•Omnia autem quaecumque praecepta erant illis qui cum Petro erant, breviter exposuerunt. Post 
haec et ipso Iesus: 1 

•Origenis presb. Horn, in istud Johannis, Maria stabat ad monumentum: 1 
•Parasceue Latine praeparatio est.: 1 

•Passio autem, quia uno die legitur, non solet legi nisi secundum Matthaeum. Voluerum aliquando 
ut per singulos annos secundum omnes Evangelistas etiam Passio legeretur. Factum est. Non 
nudierunt homines quod consueverant, et perturbati sunt.: 1 
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•Pericopa haec casu quodam: 1 
•Praetorium: 1 

•Primum quaeris,—Cur Matthaeus dixerit, vespere autem Sabbati illucescente in una Sabbate 
Dominum resurrexisse; et Marcus mane resurrectionem ejus factam esse commemorat.: 1 
•Quae ergo vel obscura, vel repugnantia, vel parum decora quorundam opinione habebantur, ea 
olim ab Criticis et interpretibus nonnullis vel sublata, vel in dubium vocata esse, ex allis locis 
sanctorum Evangeliorum intelligitur.: 1 

•Quae quumita sint, sanae erga sacrum textumpietati adversari videntur quipro apostolicis venditare 
pergunt quae a Marco aliena esse tarn luculenter docemur.: 1 

•Quae testimonia aliis corroborantur arguments, ut quod conlatis prioribus versu 9. parum apte 
adduntur verba 1 

•Quid ergo audivimus Marcum dicentem?: 1 

•Quidam curiosius quam necesse est putant ex eo quod Moysi dictum est ‘Haec dices filiis Israel, 
Qui est: 1 

•Quo signo tamquam censoria virgula usi sunt librarii, qua Evangelistarum narrationes, in omnibus 
Codicibus non obvias, tamquam dubias notarent.: 1 

•Quod Gothicum testimonium haud scio an critici satis agnoverint, vel pro dignitate aestimaverint.: 
1 

•Quod idem [Justinus] Christum : 1 

•Quod quidem et Joannes Evangelista significat, mane Eum alterius diei visum esse demonstrans.: 
1 

•Quomodo, juxta Matthaeum, vespere Sabbati, Maria Magdalene vidit Dominum resurgentem; et 
Joannes Evangelista refert earn mane una sabbati juxta sepulcrum Here?: 1 
•Quoniam hoc moris est... . Marci Evangelium: 1 
•Respondit ille, : 1 

•Respondit, Ille homo qui dicitur Jesus: 1 

•Resurrectio Domini nostri I.C. ex more legitur his diebus [Paschalibus] ex omnibus libris sancti 
Evangelii.: 1 
•Sabbatum: 1 

•Scholia certe, in quibus de integritate hujus loci dubitatur, omnia ex uno forne promanarunt. : 1 
•Sed quia nunc interposita est sollemnitas sanctorum dierum, quibus certas ex Evangelio lectiones 
oportet in Ecclesia recitari, quae ita sunt annuae ut aliae esse non possint; ordo ille quern 
susceperamus necessitate paullulum intermissus est, non amissus.: 1 
•Seniores apud Irenaeum: 1 
•Si scriptum esset, Super terram pax: 1 
•Sic vocatur Sabbathum proximum ante Pascha.: 1 

•Talem dissentionem ad Marci librum tarn misere mutilandum adduxisse quempiam, et quidem 
tanto cum successu, prorsus incredible est, nec ullo probari potest exemplo.: 1 
•Turn ex Conciliis, turn ex aliis Patrum scriptis notum est, consuevisse primos Ecclesiae Patres 
acta et decreta Conciliorum passim ad omnes Dei Ecclesias mittere per epistolas, quas non 
uniprivatim dicarunt, sod publice describi ab omnibus, dividi passim et pervulgari, atque cum 
omnibus populis communicari voluerunt. Hac igitur epistolae : 1 

•Una autem causa cur hie locus omitteretur fuit quod Marcus in his repugnare ceteris videtur 
Evangelistis.: 1 
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•Ut qui vespere sabbati, juxta Matthaeum surrexerat: 1 
•Vah: 1 

•Venerabilis Patrum senatus .... decrevit hunc numerum [sc. duodecim Orationum] tam in 
Vespertinis quam in Nocturnis conventiculis custodiri; quibus lectiones geminas adjungentes, id 
est, unam Veteris et aliam Novi Testamenti .... In die vero Sabbati vel Dominico utrasque de 
Novo recitant Testamento; id est, unam de Apostolo vel Actibus Apostolorum, et aliam de 
Evangeliis. Quod etiamtotis Quinquagesimae diebus faciunt hi, quibus lectio curae est, seu memoria 
Scripturarum.: 1 
•Vespere sabbati, : 1 

•Victoris Antiocheni in Marcum, et Titi Bostrorum Episcopi in Evangelium Lucae commentarii; 
ante hac quidem nunquam in lucem editi, nunc vero studio et opera Theodori Peltani luce simul 
et Latinitate donati.: 1 
•Vix differt aetate a Codice Sinaitico: 1 
•aliquot folia excidisse: 1 
•altissimis: 1 
•bonae voluntatis: 1 
•capitulum: 1 
•carta bianca: 1 
•circularis: 1 

•conjicias ergo Eusebium hunc totum locum repudiasse: 1 
•disjecta membra: 1 

•est enim ejusmodi ut ultimam partem evangelii Marci, de quo quaeritur, excludat: 1 
•et, parumper, spiritu coarctato inferendum, Prima sabbati mane apparuit Mariae Magdalenae: 1 
•ex variis Cyrillianarum Catacheseon locis collectum: 1 
•excelsis: 1 

•feriae tertiae in albis, ad primam vesperam: 1 

•ignis fatuus: 1 

•in diebus Paschalibus: 1 

•in extenso: 123456789 

•in fine non habentibus: 1 

•in hominibus bonae voluntatis: 1 

•in limine: 1 

•in memoriam: 1 

•in memoriam rei: 1 2 

•ipse mane prima sabbati, juxta Marcum, apparuerit Mariae Magdalenae: 1 

•ipsissima verba: 1 2 

•ipso dixit: 1 

•ipso, facto: 1 

•justitiam: 1 

•lectio: 1 

•liberavi animam meam: 1 

•monstra potius quam variae lectiones: 1 2 

•more suo: 1 

•non in omnibus Evangelii exemplaribus hoc capitulum inveniri: 1 
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•omnibus : 1 

•omnium antiquissimus: 1 
•per saltum: 1 2 
•plena locutio: 1 

•praesertim cum diversa atque contraria Evangelistis ceteris narrare videntur: 1 

•prima facie: 1 

•prima manus: 1 

•prima sabbati: 12 3 

•quadrans: 1 

•quam vel Criticae Sacrae vel rerum Liturgicarum peritior: 1 
•quasi in isto diligentissimus explorator: 1 

•quod scribere non potuisset si pericopam dubiam agnovisset: 1 2 

•quorum haec est utilitas, ut eorum scilicet ope quivis, nullo labore, Harmoniam sibi quatuor 
Evangeliorum possit conficere.: 1 
•reductio ad absurdum: 1 
•rubro: 1 2 

•scire te vult in Sicilia inventos esse . . . libros tres Eusebii Caesariensis de Evangetiorum Diaphonia, 
: 1 

•sextarius: 1 
•spiculator: 1 
•subscriptio: 1 
•tanquam vile corpus: 1 
•textus receptus: 1 
•titulum interpolare: 1 

•ultimam partem Evangelii Marci videtur tollere: 1 

•una sabbati: 1 

•una sabbatorum: 1 2 

•uno ore: 1 

•ut nunc: 1 

•ut videtur: 1 
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